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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Wate Mr. Justice Kexewrcu is devoting this week and next 
week to the hearing of witness actions, his motions and un- 


opposed petitions are being heard on Thursdays and Saturdays 
by Mr. Fastice Srrriive. . y y 





_ We szttevs it is probable that the duties of the Entering Clerks 
in the Chancery Division will be taken over by the new 


‘6 | tinguish them. 


ee = 
“ Scrivenery Department” at the Royal Courts, and 
the post now vacant is led up, or some arrangement 
whic 


ich will render opt <atgcary » to it 
will be carried on as , but by some 
the designation of entering clerk. 
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A TRANSFER of seventy-five 
the purpose of trial or heari 
Fifteen of these will be taken 
Ourrry, thirt 
that of Mr. Justice Srratmvc. The 
will be taken have been exhibited for some 
of the Royal Courts of Justice, and will 
of Saturday (this day). 





THE ANTHROPOMETRIC system for the identification of prisoners, 
to which we referred last week in connection with the appoint- 
ment by the Home Secretary of a committee to inquire into the 
subject, is described, as regards its working in 
work on the Paris Law Oourts recently noticed in these columns. 
The fundamental principle of the system is that hardly any 
human being precisely corresponds in all his dimensions to 
any other human being. Oonsequently, in order to identify a 
criminal, you must preserve certain characteristic measurements 
and, in order to guard against the very . 
these failing, you must also record the colour of his eyes. 
is easy enough, but then the difficulty comes: the records are 
useless unless they are readily available for reference. The 
method adopted for this purpose is, in the first instance, to 
divide the persons measured into three + classes—short, 
middle sized, and tall—each defined by reference to standards 
of height. Then each of these three classes is subdivided 
into three sub-classes according to the measure of the head 
—small, medium, or large; and again into three sub-classes 
according to the length of the left middle ; and again 
according to the length of the left foot ; accord- 
ing to the dimensions of the fore arm and 
the little finger. ght. patie: «om — in 100. 
that two persons isely 
sions, and then there comes in the colour of 
Two rage ge are also 
prisoner, and the records his name, offen 
measurement and colour of eyes are placed on & sq 
board and kept with the pegs om gue The 
which reference to any one of these records is 
not explained, but the result in practice I 
& person just arrested been measured, “‘ an official, 
studying the results arrived at, goes to a little pigeon 
takes therefrom a square of cardboard on which is a 
fifteen characteristics, su by the addition of a photo- 

ph”; assures hi 7 ee he 
that there can be no doubt of the identity, and then informs 
prisoner of his real name and the offences of which he has heen 
previously convicted. 
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reason appointed, have largely belonged to the class of men of 
education and position, having no interests to serve but those of 
fairness and justice, — a My Bao to keep up in their 
own neighbourhood, and being keenly desirous that it should 
not be even alleged that they have delivered a biassed or unfair 
decision. This is, we know, very heretical doctrine nowadays, 
but we can only state the results of our own observation. 
There is usually among each bench one man with some- 
thing of the judicial instinct or (what almost comes to the same 
thing) with more than an average allowance of common sense. 
His brethren, belonging to the same class, come gradually 
to recognize his superiority; he threshes out each matter of 
difficulty, and, with the all-important assistance of the clerk, 
leads the bench to the right conclusion. ‘Well, then, say our 
readers, you are opposed to any change in the system of appoint- 
ment, Not to any change, for experience has shewn us the not 
infrequent evils of the old system. We have known persons 
utterly unfit, as regards character, common sense, or knowledge, 
to administer justice, raised to the bench merely because they 
have been active supporters of a political party; such activity, 
to the knowledge of everyone in the neighbourhood, having been 
actuated by a desire to obtain the coveted honour. We have 
also known persons whose rank in life and character would 
otherwise have placed them on the bench excluded for 
purely political reasons. We have further known persons 
in — of respectable tradesmen and farmers, even 
in districts, whose independence of character, intelli- 
gence, and common sense would have fitted them for the 
position of magistrates, who nevertheless, although these 
qualities were shewn in every public office they filled, could not 
be admitted to the bench for lack of “‘ position.’”” Why should 
such be altogether excluded? "What we desire to draw 
attention to is, that if some change is desirable it ought to be 
a very carefully guarded and limited change. If the wishes 
of the deputation who waited on Lord Herscuzett on Wednes- 
day were carried out, the result would simply be to expose 
the office of magistrate to contempt. Did it ever occur, we 
wonder, to the sapient senators who urged the Lord Chancellor 
to “* int the tradesman and working man if he were a man 
of character” that if Joun Jonzs, the grocer in Puddle- 
ham village, was placed on the county bench by the side of the 
on whose custom his livelihood depended, no decision of 

ones, J.P., would ever be given against the customers or their 

friends or dependents; or that, if Dick Smirn, the working 
collier, was elevated to the bench, no decision could be given by 
him against any of his brother colliers or adverse to the inter- 
ests of his trade union on pain of the life of Dick Sairn, J.P., 
not being worth living? The danger seems to us to be very 
great that, in attempting to put an end to one set of evils you 
may introduce others of a much graver nature. Lord Her- 
SCHELL’s admirable reply to the deputation shews that he is 
alive to this consideration, and has strength of mind sufficient 
to resist the foolish pressure put upon him. But suppose we 
had had a weak or “jobbing” or lazy Chancellor in office at 
— we rather tremble to think of the results which might 
ve ensued to the administration of justice throughout the 


country. 


Ir ovr correspondent ‘ His Partner,” whose letter we print 
elsewhere, will refer to 35 Soxicrrons’ Jovanat, 689, he will 
find that one part of the question he asks has already been 
answered with authority. It may not seem out of place to repeat 
the words we used on the former occasion referred to :—‘ The 
question has often been asked whether it is right for a solicitor 
to take declarations in conveyancing matters arising in his own 
office. We understand that both the Lord Chancellor and the 
Incorporated Law Society are of opinion that, under the Rules 
of the Supreme Court and the Commissioners for Oaths Act, 
1889, commissioners should not take declarations in non-con- 
tentious matters arising in their own offices.” Our corre- 
spondent’s letter, however, deals with a point connected with a 
commissioner’s duty upon which every commissioner needs to be 
perf clear in his mind, but which still retains some elements 
of doubt, notwithstanding the expression of official opinion 





which we have quoted. Section 1 (3) of the Commissioners for | 
Oaths Act, 1889, provides that a commissioner shall not exercise | 





any of the powers of a commissioner in any proceeding in which he is 
solicitor to any of the parties, or clerk to such solicitor, or in which 
he is interested. Ord. 38, rr. 16, 17, of the Rules of the Supreme 
Court contain the same prohibition where the commissioner 
is “agent or correspondent” of such solicitor or “clerk or 
partner” or “the party himself.” The corresponding rule in 
the county court contains the same restriction (County Oourt 
Rules, 1889, ord. 19, r. 7). The expression of official opinion 
above quoted was presumably designed to remove any doubt 
which might be felt by commissioners as to whether these 
comprehensive restrictions are to apply to non-litigious business. 
But, comprehensive as these regulations are, they do not quite 
cover all the ground. What, for example, does the word “ cor- 
respondent” mean? [If a solicitor in London sends a writ to be 
served by a solicitor in the country who has no connection with 
the action, and the country solicitor hands the writ to his clerk 
to serve, can he, if he be a commissioner, swear his clerk to the 
affidavit of service? Is he a “correspondent” of the 
London solicitor in the action within the meaning of 
the rule? Again, take our correspondent’s question as to 
swearing his partner. Presuming that the latter is identi- 
fying the property referred to for the p e of some 
matter or proceeding with which the firm, of which both are 
members, has nothing to do, can our correspondent swear his 
partner? In both these cases we are left without direct 
guidance from the Act or rules or the official opinion quoted. 
A commissioner in either of such cases must decide for himself. 
We can hardly suppose that the word “correspondent” in 
R. 8. C., ord. 38, r. 16, was intended to mean a commissioner 
written to about the action, but rather one whose correspondence 
about the subject-matter of the action or matter was of such a 
kind as to bring him within the meaning of the phrase “or in 
which he is interested.” The mere fact that his clerk served 
the writ would not, we should imagine, be held to preclude him 
from swearing him to the affidavit of service where neither 
he nor his clerk had any interest in the action beyond the 
mere performance of the act of service at the request of 
the plaintiff’s solicitor. The same thing would apply to our 
correspondent. If neither he nor his partner, nor any other 
member of the firm, was directly or indirectly concerned in the 
matter or proceeding for the purposes of which the property was 
required to be identified, we do not see any reason why he 
should not swear his partner. The whole question appears to 
us to turn on that. If, for example, any member of our cor- 
respondent’s firm had the conduct of the proceeding, litigious or 
non-litigious, he would be debarred from acting as a commis- 
sioner therein. What we have said would primarily apply to 
any oath, but by virtue of section 11 of the Commissioners for 
Oaths Act, 1889, the term “oath” includes affirmation and 
declaration. 





Tue case of Papé v. Westacott (reported elsewhere) is one of 
some interest and importance as involving the question of an 
agent’s authority to accept, on behalf of his principal, a pay- 
ment by cheque instead of by cash. The plaintiff had let a 
house and shop for the purposes of a chemist and druggist’s 
business to O. for a term of twenty-one years at a rent of £91 
a year. The lessee was restricted by a condition against assign- 
ing without the lessor’s consent. Subsequently he proposed to 
make an assignment of the premises to A. for £300, with his 
lessor’s assent. At that time he was a quarter in arrear with 
his rent, and he promised the plaintiff's wife, who was acting 
for her husband, to pay his arrears as soon as the transfer to A. 
was a The completion of the transfer was put into 
hands of an auctioneer and sane agent a defendant), 
who was instru to prepare the necessary licence to assign. 
On a certain eiaaiien; aliee banking hours, the parties met at 
the defendant’s office for the purpose of completing the busi- 
ness. Neither of the parties who had to pay came provided 
with cash. A. to pay his £300 to 0. by a cheque, 
which he wee! handed to ©. O. also wished to pay his 
arrears in a similar way. At first the defendant objected to 
taking a cheque from C. in payment of his obligations, although 
it poms athe yp ve he had known O. for some years and had not 


had reason to doubt his respectability and honesty. It seems, 
however, to have been a question whether or not he had been 
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put more or less on his guard as to O. being a person to 

trusted. Eventually, at any rate, the defendant took O.’s 
cheque for £25 9s., of which £22 15s. represented the quarter’s 
arrears of rent. The cheque was made out to the defendant or 
his order. When the cheque was presented on the Monday it 
was dishonoured. ©. had removed his goods off the premises 
and afterwards disappeared. A. took ——e under the 
assignment and moved his goods in. Under these circum- 
stances the plaintiff sued the defendant for £22 15s., alleging 
that the defendant had been negligent in taking the cheque 
from C. in payment. It is laid down in Story on Agency, 
article 98, that ‘“‘an agent authorized to receive payment has 
not an unlimited authority to receive it in any mode which he 
may choose ; but he is ordinarily intrusted with the power to 
receive it in money only.” This is qualified by what we find in 
article 202, where it is said that ‘‘ where the agent has given 


only the usual credit or has conducted himself according to the 


usual course of business, and has employed the usual diligence 
in his agency, he will not be responsible for any loss occasioned 
by the subsequent insolvency or fraud of the persons whom he 
has trusted or to whom he has sold the property, if, at the time 
of the sale, they were in good credit. So, if payment is received 
in the usual manner of conducting the like business transactions, 
as by receiving a cheque ona bank from a person in good credit 
who should become bankrupt before the cheque could be duly 
presented, or by receiving the common currency of the country 
which should afterwards become depreciated ; in each of these 
cases the loss would be the loss of the principal and not of the 
agent.” In the present case it appears that the defendant had 
been instructed not to part with the licence to O. till he had the 
money for rent from him. And on that ground, viz., on the 
ground that the agent had not pursued the authority with which 
he had been intrusted, the Court of Appeal held that the plain- 
tiff was entitled to recover the damage which he had sustained 
from him. That damage was the amount which the plaintiff 
would have got if the defendant had not, as he did, parted with 
the licence before getting the money—+.e., his rent. At the 
same time the court dealt with the question whether or not there 
was any usage to justify the receipt of a cheque instead of pay- 
ment in cash, and expressed an opinion that, not only was there 
no evidence of any such usage —— to the present case, 
but that there could be none. To the.suggestion that the 
plaintiff could get his money by distraining on the new tenant, 
the court replied that it would be a monstrous and most 
unrighteous thing if the lessor, who had let the new tenant come 
in under circumstances which amounted to a representation that 
he might safely take possession, were to be given judicial 
sanction to take any such proceeding. 


Ir seems to have been hitherto doubtful whether general cove- 
nants for title avail to protect the purchaser against defects in title 
of which he has notice from recitals contained in the conveyance 
tohim. In Mr. Butler’s note to Oo. Litt. 384a it is said :—* It 
sometimes happens that a purchaser consents to take a defective 
title, relying for his security on the vendor’s covenants. Where 
this is the case, this should be particularly mentioned to be the 
agreement of the parties; as it has been argued that, as the 
defect in question was known, it must be understood to have 
been the agreement of the purchaser to take the title, subject to 
it, and that the covenants for the title should not extend to 
warrant it against this particular defect.” The argument was 
accepted by Matins, V.C., in Hunt v. White (16 W. R. 478, 37 
L. J. Ch. 326), a case where a vendor, who took under a will a 
defeasible estate, purported to convey as absolutely entitled. 
The will was recited in the conveyance. The Vice-Chancellor 
said :—‘‘ The covenant for quiet enjoyment can only extend to 
protect the purchaser from incumbrances and defects in the 
title of which the purchaser has no notice.” But here, he 
continued, ‘‘the will is recited in the purchase deed, and the 
damage to the purchaser arises from a misconception of the 
vendor’s title as disclosed by the deed of conveyance itself. It 
cannot be reasonably contended that the covenant extends to 
cover such a defect as this.” This view gives the covenant a 
construction quite opposed to its li meaning, and is 
obviously open to criticism; but the decision, although noticed 





be |in Rawle on Covenants for Title (5th es BS , seems in 
"8 


— to have escaped observation, and in endors and 
urchasers (6th ed., p. 886) it is said that there is no authority 
warranting the prcposition that it is doubtful whether the 
covenants for title extend to a known defect. The question has 
arisen in Page v. Midland Railway Co. ag aoe elsewhere) 
under circumstances very similar to those in Hunt v. White... A 
vendor, who really took only a life estate under a will, sold to 
the company as though he was absolute owner, and P ed to 
convey in fee by a deed reciting the will. Romer, J., following 
Matis, V.C., held that the covenant did not cover this defect, 
but the Court of Appeal have thought it safe to treat the question 
as still open, and have adopted the literal construction. unt v. 
White is twenty-five years old, but Davey, L.J., thought it 
hardly possible, under the circumstances, that any titles can 
depend upon it, and it is now definitely overruled. 








THE LAND REGISTRY’S PARTHIAN ARROW. 


Ture will be found elsewhere a memorandum issued by the 
Land Registry on Bankers’ Equitable Mortgages by deposit of 





Land Certificates. Although the withdrawal of the Land’ 


Transfer Bill has for the t minimized the importance of 
this strange production, a few observations on its omissions and 
inaccuracies may not be without use. 

The officials of the Land Registry prefer to speak of ‘‘ the 
increasing amount of the land annually brought upon the 
register” to giving any figures by which the extent of the in- 
crease could be appreciated, and the memorandum assumes on 
the part of its readers an ignorance or forgetfulness of the 
official instructions issued by the istry, as well as of the 

oo of bankers in reference to advances on deposit of title 
8. 

Bankers, except on a permanent advance which is expected to 
remain outs g for years, seldom or never take a formal 
mortgage. The transaction is, no doubt, to a certain extent, 
one of confidence, but the banker knows that, so long as he has 

— - be title deeds, ae is — = eeakc aaa will 
sep end on the property without obtaining the , if 
he should do so, the banker’s would, under most circum- 
stances, take precedence. On the other hand, the land certificate 
is not required to be produced on dealings with the land, and 
although ‘‘an equitable charge can be made by the deposit of a 
land certificate, the mere deposit is very little security.” So 
state in terms the official instructions. That this is so is proved 
by the fact that it is not an uncommon thing to have two or 
more certificates in existence at the same time with respect to 
the same piece of land, a thing which, except as the result of 
forgery, could not happen in the case of title deeds. 

he memorandum goes on to suggest that “‘ by analogy to 
the existing practice in Middlesex and Yorkshire, no search or 
entry on the register would in these cases be made.” This 
remark displays either absolute ignorance of the difference 
between the two systems or a desire to mislead those for whose 
use the memorandum is intended. Search is often somone 
with in the case of properties in Yorkshire or Middlesex, 
because the registers in those counties are uf deeds only, and no 
entry affecting the land can be made by the registrar on his 
own authority or without production of a deed. The entry only 
ives notice of the existence of some document purporting to 
eal with the property, and in no way interprets it or adds to its 
legal effect. a forgery, registration will not validate it. If 
badly drawn or ineffectual for its purpose, registration will not 
help it. Moreover, in Middlesex at all events, registration is of 
no effect in favour of a grantee or mortgagee with notice of a 
prior unregistered document; and so long as the bank holds the 
title deeds it will be difficult for anyone to avoid notice. 

The Land Register is on a wholly different footing. It is 
itself the title, aad the registrar, not the ietor, disposes of 
or affects the land. An entry on the , even if based on 
mistake or fo , changes the ownership, and no notice 
prevent this result. The possession of the land certificate 
affords the banker no ion, and under no circumstances 
can he safely make an without a previous search of the 


register, with its consequent fees and loss of time, 
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Moreover, the banker must, for his own protection, and in 
accordance with the official instructions, protect his deposit ‘‘ by 
& caution or restriction,” and, in order to discourage the practice 
of equitable deposits instead of formal mortgages, such a caution 
or restriction is made to pay the same fee as would be payable 
on the registration of a formal mortgage. A restriction, to 
which the memorandum refers as an easy and inexpensive pro- 
tection, is, according to the same instructions, ‘‘very rarely 
resorted to, as it is in the nature of an injunction, and would only 
be issued in very special circumstances” !! So far from being a 
summary proceeding, the Act provides that an inhibition is only 
to be granted ‘‘after directing such inquiries (if any) to be 
made and notices to be given and hearing such persons as the 
court or registrar thinks expedient,” and by the rules the 
application must be “supported by a declaration of the 
applicant “‘or his solicitor stating the grounds of the application 
and referring to the evidence in support thereof,” after which 
an appointment is to be made for the hearing. 

The truth is that, so long as the Land Registry is con- 
ducted as at present, on the footing that solicitors are never 
consulted as to the manner in which the business can be 
most easily and conveniently conducted, and no attempt is 
made to utilize their necessarily large experience, so long will 
the system be a failure. No serious consideration is paid to 
the public convenience or to simplifying business, and the 
only aim of the officials appears to be to multiply fees, and 
with this view to make the adoption of their system compulsory. 
It is not a little singular that, while three of the ablest Chan- 
cellors of modern times, Lord Wesrsury, Lord Sz.porne, 
and Lord Carrns— men thoroughly conversant with the 
doctrines of equity and the practice of conveyancing—were 
concerned in the establishment of registration of title, each of 
them was satisfied that the system could not be properly made 
compulsory. Two equally able lawyers—Lord Hatssury and 
Leal HerscHELt—whose experience had been almost wholly on 
the common law side, and who before their elevation to the 
bench had probably never perused an abstract of title or had 
any practical knowledge of the intricacies of land transfer, both 
endeavoured, though without success, to impose registration on 
landowners to the exclusion of the system which had been in 
operation for centuries; and which Lord Catrys has so much 
simplified. 

o doubt further simplification can be made, and such an 
inquiry into the whole subject as has been frequently demanded 
should not be longer delayed. The only inquiry made in recent 
times unanimously reported against compulsory registration, and 
its conclusions have never been seriously impugned. 


THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT BILL, 1893. 
II. 

Stxce our article of last week upon this measure appeared in 
print a large number of Ministerial amendments have been 
placed upon the paper. Some of these are aimed at importing 
greater precision into the loosely drawn clauses to which we 
called attention, and will have the effect of defining more accu- 
rately the somewhat vague powers exercisable by the parish 
councils which the Bill calls into existence. The provisions for 
compulsory grouping of small parishes have disappeared ; the 
limit of population which entitles a parish to a council of its own 
has been lowered from three hundred to two hundred, and a 
parish which falls below the limit may, by means of an order of 
the county council, either have a council of its own or be 
grouped for that purpose with a neighbouring parish, subject to 
the consent of its parish meeting and (in the case of grouping) 
to the consent of the parish with which it is to be grouped. 

The power to acquire land compulsorily by purchase or hire 
with the consent of the Local Government Board, but without 
Parliamentary sanction, remains, avd the financial clause (sec- 
tion 10), although altered, still leaves undefined the total limit 
of the annual rate which a parish council may levy to meet its 
expenditure. For “ ordivary expenses ” the rate is not to exceed 
& penny in the pound ; the authors of the Bill, however, attempt 
no definition of what expenses are “‘ordinary,”’ and are content 
with explaining that annual charges in respect of loans (which 


must be eanctioned by the parish meeting and the county council) | 





and expenses incurred under the “adoptive Acts” are not 
‘‘ordinary,” and that to meet “‘ special expenditure” the parish 
council may raise, in addition to the penny in the pound, “‘ the 
necessary sum.” An official amendment also provides that the 
limit of the sum which may be borrowed is to be one-half of the 
assessable value—a high limit, surely, for a parish council. 

The second part of the Bill deals with “ Guardians and Dis- 
trict Councils,” and here very serious alterations in the existing 
law are contemplated. Guardians and district councillors are 
to be the same individuals; ex oficio guardians are to be 
abolished ; ‘‘ every person, male or female, shall be qualified to 
be elected and to be a guardian” subject to certain statutory 
disqualifications ; and all guardians and district councillors are 
to be elected by the parochial electors in each parish. When it is 
remembered that the qualification of parochial electors is the 
same as that of local government (?.¢., county council) and 
parliamentary electors the importance of this change will be at 
once manifest. Should this provision become law, the adminis- 
tration of the poor law will, to a great extent, be placed in the 
power of persons who pay no poor rate directly, and very little 
(if any) indirectly, pe who cannot, therefore, be expected to 
feel a very acute interest in the careful management of that 
department of public expenditure. We are not called upon to 
deny that an overhauling of our poor law system, and especi- 
ally of our system of outdoor relief, would be an advantage; 
but it is at least doubtful whether a change which, while leaving 
untouched the principles upon which that system is worked, 
would throw the appointment of its administrators into untried, 
and possibly careless, hands is the best way of dealing with a 
question of such enormous importance. 

District councils of rural districts—apart from their functions 
as boards of guardians—are to succeed the existing rural sani- 
tary and highway authorities and are to exercise certain addi- 
tional powers as well. One duty cast upon them may be 
welcomed from the lawyer’s point of view as an incentive to 
litigation: they are to protect all public rights of way and to 
prevent the obstruction of any public footpath, and the exercise 
of this duty is not confined to such rights of way and footpaths as 
lie within their district so long as they are “ beneficial to any 
inhabitants of the district.’”” Moreover, if the district council 
fail to take proper proceedings for these purposes when re- 
quested to do so by a parish council or any six parochial 
electors the county council may take the duty upon its 
shoulders, and a Ministerial amendment goes on to provide that 
any proceedings by a district or county council ‘in relation to 
any alleged right of way or public footpath shall not be invalid 
by reason only of such right of way not being found to exist or 
of the footpath not being found to be a public footpath ”’! 

The additional powers of a rural district council are conferred 
equally upon “‘ urban district councils,” as urban sanitary autho- 
rities are to be called ; where the urban district is a borough its 
present style or title is to remain unaltered, and so also is the 
method of election of the borough council; where it is not a 
borough ex officio qualifications disappear and all the councillors 
are to be elected by the parochial electors of the parishes in the 
district: this provision is by an amendment made applicable to 
the election of members of vestries under the Metropolis Man- 
agement Acts, 1855 to 1890, and of the Local Board of Wool- 
wich. Except for this provision and the provisions as to 
guardians the Act does not affect London. 

Clause 21 confers a special dignity upon all district councils. 
The chairman—and under the section above quoted as to the 
qualification of district councillors the chairman may be a 
woman !—is to be a county justice ex officio. 

Tke remainder of the Bill (Parts 3, 4, and 5) deals in detail 
with the machinery for carrying out alterations of areas, 
boundaries (including the grouping of parishes with their 
consent), for the organization of parish meetings and parish 
and district councils, the conduct of their proceedings, the audit 
of their accounts, the appointment of committees and joint 
committees, the transfer of the powers, duties, property, and 
liabilities of the existing to the new authorities, and some 
transitory provisions designed to set the new machinery in 
motion. Section 58 is the definition clause, which is always 
important. ‘‘Parish” is not defined, except negatively—a 
strange omission in a measure which rests on the foundation of 
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the parochial unit—and a suitable definition is ready to hand in 
the Public Health Act, 1875. ‘‘ Ecclesiastical charity,” on the 
other hand, seems to be somewhat over-defined if the amend- 
ment of twenty-one lines, containing four sub-sections and a 
proviso which (inter alia) confers a power upon the Charity 
Commissioners, can be called a definition. 

As we have remarked before, the Bill will require careful 
consideration if it is to become a useful addition to our system 
of local government: the Government amendments are on the 
whole improvements, and if the large number of private 
amendments from all quarters of the House betoken a real 
desire to thrash out the difficulties of the subject there is a good 
chance that (given the requisite time) the measure may eme 
from committee with its superfluities purged away and a sub- 
stratum of sound legislation left behind. 








REVIEWS. 
OKE’S SYNOPSIS. 


Oxr’s MAGISTERIAL Synopsis: A Practica, GuipE FOR MAGIs- 
TRATES, THEIR CLERKS, SOLICITORS, AND CONSTABLES. CoM- 
PRISING SUMMARY CONVICTIONS AND INDICTABLE OFFENCES, 
WITH THEIR PENALTIES, PUNISHMENTS, PROCEDURE, &C., 
ALPHABETICALLY AND TABULARLY ARRANGED. FOURTEENTH 
EpiTion. By Harry LusHincton STEPHEN, LL.B., Barrister- 
at-Law. In two volumes. Butterworths. 


Mr. Stephen continues in this edition the work of reducing the 
bulk of Mr. Oke’s books, which he commenced in the last issue of the 
Magisterial Formulist. He has got the Synopsis reduced by some 
600 pages ; his inspiring motive being the apprehension that standard 
text-books are apt to expire from ‘‘a process of continued and ill- 
digested repletion.” We confess we feel some doubt about one of 
the processes adopted with a view to abbreviation. In a work which 
is intended to supply a complete account of the duties of magistrates 
and to dispense with other books, it is somewhat hazardous to omit the 
exact words of legislative provisions and to substitute the effect of the 
sections as it appears to the editor. We are bound to say, however, 
that, so far as we have examined the book, the effect of the sections 
appears to be correctly given, and the practice is departed from where 
the exact words of the section are either specially important or are 
reasonably short or are ‘‘ incomprehensible.” Is not the last case 
exactly the one in which the editor should attempt some gloss for the 
benefit of his readers? But as regards the condensation effected by the 
exclusion of all matters with which justices do not deal, and of 
obsolete law and legislation, we have nothing but praise for the 
present edition. The editor has rewritten the introduction to each 
part and has considerably improved the index. 





TRADE-MARKS. 


ABSTRACT OF REPORTED CASES RELATING TO . TRADE-MARKS 
(BETWEEN THE YEARS 1876 AND 1892 INCLUSIVE), WITH THE 
STATUTES AND RutEs. By J. AUSTEN-CARTMELL, Barrister-at- 
Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


The bulk of this book, which is dedicated to Lord Justice Lindley, 
consists of a collection of English trade-mark cases decided since the 
first Act for the registration of trade-marks came into operation, to 
which are added the Acts of Parliament dealing with the subject 
from 1875 downwards, the current rules and such of the repealed 
rules as the author considered of sufficient importance, the office 
instructions to applicants, and the Internatio: Convention. We 
have not been able, by the way, to find any list of the countries which 
have acceded to this convention. Though there is no very original 
feature about the book, we are glad to be able to speak well of it. 
Without pledging ourselves to its absolute completeness, we have not 
looked for any case decided within the period named without bein 
able to find it. All the references are given, the statements of fact 
ap to be impartial, and the selections from the judgments seem 
to have been carefully made. Whether the e ent of the cases 
in alphabetical order is the best ible is open to doubt. It has its 
conveniences, but we are inclined to think that these are not sufficient 
to counterbalance the inconvenience occasioned by the absolute con- 
fusion in the chronology and the impossibility of tracing the growth 
or decay of any particular theory or doctrine. What we mean is 
sufficiently illustrated by pointing out that the first case abstracted 
was decided in 1892, while the last was decided in 1885. 





PAROCHIAL REFORM. 


ParocntAL SELF-GOVERNMENT. By Henry C. Strernens, M.P. 
Sxconp Epirion. Longmans, Green, & Co. 


Mr. Stephens’ book contains an argument and a plan for parochial 





self-government in rural districts. The Government measure upon 
the same subject has been for some time before Parliament and the 
country, and it is only fair to Mr. Stephens to say at once that he is 
not indebted to the Local Government Bill for any of the proposals 
‘contained in his very interesting and ive book. In fact, Mr. 
Stephens himself would deny that the subject of the Government Bill 
is the same as that with which his work ; the two schemes, he 
says, are as distinct from and as to one another in principles 
and machinery ‘‘as the equator and the poles”: and though we are 
not disposed entirely to indorse this opinion, we cannot fail to appre- 
ciate the distinction which Mr. Stephens presses upon us. Under his 
scheme the inhabitants of a parish, the ratepayers in vestry assembled, 
are the body who are to manage ial affairs, to govern them- 
selves; under the Government the inhabitants (not necessarily 
rai ers) are to elect a council to manage their affairs for them. 
But Mr. Stephens’ inhabitants are to have power—as, indeed, the 
necessity of the case requires—to delegate their powers to a pari 
committee of from seven to twenty members or to smaller committees : 
it is true that any of these committees may be deposed by the 
inhabitants at any time, but such committees do not materially differ 
from the annually elected parish council with the committees which it 
may appoint. 

It is in other points that the essential difference between the two 
bapa lies: the strong feature of Mr. Stephens’ ab pe is that 
they would establish one rating authority and one local area within 
the authority and area of the county council. Within the parish the 
management of elementary education, of highways, and of the r 
law and other matters would be in the hands of officers appointed by, 
and responsible to, the parish. Diverse authorities acting in the 
same area, with cumulative and often conflicting powers, would 
disappear, and the parishioners would be able to bring their local 
knowledge and their interest in local affairs to bear upon the powers 
which would be intrusted to them: these powers would, of course, 
be kept within bounds by the superior bodies, the county council and 
the Local Government Board, but, subject to that control, the parish 
would in real earnest ‘‘ govern itself.” It isin connection with the 
administration of the poor law that Mr. Stephens makes out the 
strongest case in favour of local management: the condition in a 
rural parish of ‘‘ everyone knowing everybody else” provides, as he 
says, the knowledge which is seve successful outdoor relief 
which the officers of a union of a number of parishes cannot possess. 
Considerations of space prevent us from touching on the numerous 
points which this work opens up, but we most heartily commend it 
to anyone who is in’ in local government questions. As to 
the form of the work, Mr. Stephens gives in logical sequence his 
objections to existing systems and his arguments in favour of his 
own, and finally embodies his proposals in the form of a Bill. A 
lengthy ng puts sixty years’ minutes, assessments, and rates of 
the Finchley Vestry in evidence in support of the capacity of a parish 
for self-government. , 


OVERSEERS. 


THe OversEERS’ HANDBOOK. By WiiitAM W. Mackenzie, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. Sxconp Eprrion. Shaw & Sons. 


The second edition of Mr. W. W. Mackenzie’s Overseers’ Handbook 
brings a very useful little work p he date. Many parts of the work 
have been rewritten and a new ter has been added. Although 
primarily intended for the use of overseers and parish officers, this book 
will be found of service to lawyers as well. ere is a fairly exten- 
sive table of cases. A considerable amount of information as to the law 
of rating is to be found in the chapter upon the pe’ rate. The chapter 
upon registration might well be extended so as to give fuller informa- 
tion as to the parliamen and local government qualifications, and 
the precepts of the town clerks and clerks of county councils, and a 


requisition form might usefully be added to the a But the 
book in its present form is compact and serves i , and a 
treatise dealing fully with istration law would yond its 


province. The extent and of an overseer’s duties appear in 


& | the ‘“‘ Calendar” with which the volume begins, and which should 


serve as a useful reminder from day to day of the different labours 
which the seasons of the year bring round. 





THE LAWYERS’ COMPANION, 


THe LAWYERS’ CoMPANION AND Drary, AND LONDON AND Pro- 
vrnciaL LAW AND CHARTERED AcoouNTANTS’ DIRECTORY FOR 
1894. Wrra Tasies or Costs, New Stamp Duties, Tore TABLES 
OF THE Courts, INDEX TO Practical STATUTES, PuBLic STATUTES 
or 1893, LeGaL BUSINESS OF THE Monrus, OaTus IN SUPREME 
Court, PropaTE, LEGACY, AND Succession Duties, LEGAL Tre, 
INTEREST, DIscoUNT AND OTHER TABLES, &c, Edited by E. Lay- 
MAN, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Forty-kicuTH ANNUAL IssvUE. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited); Shaw & Sons. 


The Lawyers’ Companion appears this year with an addition of over 
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thirty pages to its contents, and a convenient indication in the front of 
the leaves of the contents. This would be still better if colours or lines 
were used to indicate the precise place where each subject was to be 
— The law lists and information appear to be well kept up to 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


A Practical Treatise on the Statutes of Limitations in England and 
Ireland. By (the late) J. Gzorce N. Darby, Barrister-at-Law, and 
FREDERICK ALBERT BosANQUET, Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition, 
Revised and Enlarged. By Frederick ALBERT BosANQuET, Q.C., 
and JAMEs RoBERT VERNAM MARCHANT, Barrister-at-Law. William 
Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


A Treatise on the Statutes of Limitations. By EpGar PERcY 
Hewett, LL.D., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


Reports of Rating Appeals heard before the Court of Appeal, the 
Queen’s Bench Division, the London Quarter Sessions, and the House 
of Lords during the Years 1891-1893. By Watrer C. Rypz, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. Butterworths. 


Digest XLVII. 2, De Furtis. Translated, with Notes, by C. H. 
Monro, M.A. Cambridge University Press. 


of the Decisions of the Judges for the Trial of Election 

Petitions in England and Ireland, pursuant to the Parliamentary 

i Act, 1868. Vol. IV., Part V. [Epwarp LouGHLIN 

O’Matizy, Esq., and Henry Harpcastye, Esq., Barristers-at- 

Law.] By J. 8. Sanpars and A. P. Percevat Keer, Barristers- 
at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
COMMISSIONERS FOR OATHS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Can any of your readers tell me what are the principles that 
should guide commissioners in regard to taking statutory declarations 
made by their own clients or partners, in non-litigious matters ? This 
point uently arises in practice, but I think there are a large 
number of commissioners who, like myself, are ignorant, how to act 
when it does. To quote an example :—A solicitor is about to make a 
statutory declaration with regard to the identity of some property in 
the neighbourhood of his office, but of which he is not, and never has 
been, the owner. Would it be right that under such circumstances the 
declaration should be made before your obedient servant, 

His PARTNER ? 


[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Ep. S. J.] 





LIGHT AND AIR. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—A. is the owner of a workshop, which has been erected for 
many years, which is built some six or eight feet over land which 


baa sg hay B. 
A. erected a skylight in the roof of his shop over the land 
which belongs to B. 3B. threatens to cover this skylight by a pro- 
jection from a chimney of his, and bases his right to do so upon the 
maxim, Cujus est solum, &c., and claims to be entitled to all the light 
and air which falls perpendicularly on A.’s workskop. 

We should be pleased if any of your readers would give us the 
benefit of their opinion as to the soundness of B.’s contention. 

Nov. 9. H. & B. 








Sir Robert Palmer Harding, late Chief Official Receiver in Bankruptcy, 
is stated to be very seriously ill. 


The St. James's Gazette says that a distinctly curious and interesting item 
came under the auctioneer’s hammer a few days ago. It was nothing less 
than the last will and testament of Lord Byron, written on three folio 
sheets by a lawyer's clerk. The first sheet has Byron’s seal in black wax 

B and coronet) in the top left-hand corner, and is signed by him at the 

on the right-hand ; the second sheet is similarly signed, and the 
third sheet is also signed by Byron and sealed with his arms in black wax. 
The date is the 29th of July, 1815. 


The manager of The Security Co. (Limited) writes to us as follows :— 
‘ A petition for the winding up of The Securities Insurance Co. (Limited) 
was presented on the 9th of October to the High Court of Justice. Owing 
to the similarity of names an im ion has got abroad that it is The 


= 


Security Co. (Limited) which is referred to in the petition, and as this 
is calculated to do us considerable injury I shall be much 
¢ if you will insert this letter in your next issue.”’ 








——a 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


ETHERLEY GRANGE COAL CO. (LIM.) (Appellants); AUCKLAND HIGH- 
WAY DISTRICT BOARD (Respondents)—No. 1, 13th Noveinber. 


Hicuway—Reparr—Extraorpinary Trarric—Excesstvs Weickht—Hicu- 
ways AND Locomotives (AMENDMENT) Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. c. 77), 
s. 23. 

Special case stated by justices for the Bishop Auckland Division of 
the County of Durham under 20 & 21 Vict. c. 43 and 42 & 43 Vict. c. 49, 
‘s. 33. The appellants were summoned under section 23 of the 
Highways and Locomotives (Amendment) Act, 1878, pursuant 
to the certificate of the respondents’ surveyor, to recover the extra- 
ordinary expenses incurred by the respondents in repairing a certain 
highway by reason of extraordinary traffic being conducted along 
the road by order of the appellants between the 25th of March, 
1890, and the 25th of March, 1892. It appeared that the appellants 
opened a new coal mine in 1890 near the road in question, and carted 
coals along the road from the coal mine to the railway siding. The road 
was a by-lane, used by light agricultural traffic and farmers’ and trades- 
men’s light carts, and occasionally by carts carrying landsale coal (that 
is, coal for sale in the neighbourhood), and the repairs of the roads were 
small. Since 1890 the appellants continually sent carts loaded with 
coal to the railway siding, and in consequence the road was consider- 
ably damaged, and the repairs were rendered more expensive. The 
appellants proved that the coal trade was the staple trade of the district, 
and that other colliery owners in the district sent carts loaded with coal to 
railway stations. The justices found, as a fact, that the appellants’ traffic 
over the road was extraordinary with reference to the ordinary user of the 
road, and made an order on the appellants to pay to the respondents £25 for 
the expenses thereby incurred. The question for the opinion of the court was 
whether the justices had power in law to make the order. The Divisional 
Court (Lord Coleridge, C.J., and Cave, J.) affirmed the order. The coal 
company by leave appealed, and it was contended on their behalf that the 
decision in Hill v. Thomas (1893, 2 Q. B. 333) did not apply to industrial 
traffic—that is, the traffic of the produce of the district ; and that in such a 
case the justices ought not to confine their attention to the one road in 
question, but should have regard to the trade of the district, which in this 
case was coal, and that the — were only doing what the other 
colliery owners in the district did. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lorzs and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed 
theappeal. 

Lord Esuenr, M.R., said that the case was governed by the decision in 
Hill v. Thomas. It was sought to introduce an exception into that case, 
that, though the traffic on the road was of such an extent or kind as to be 
extraordinary traffic on that road, yet if what was done on that road was 
done by other persons on other roads in the district, the traffic was not 
te be held to be extraordinary traffic. ‘That would be directly in the teeth 
of Hill v. Thomas, which decided that the justices must regard the 
particular road and see if the traffic was extrao traffic as regards it. 

Lores, L J., concurred. He would not have deci Hill v. Thomas in 
the way in which it was decided. In his opinion the comparison ought to 
be not merely with the usual traffic on the particular road, but with the 
traffic on the other roadsin the neighbourhood. However, this court in 
Hill v. Thomas thought otherwise, and they were bound by that decision. 

Kay, L.J., con The main argument was that, though on this 
particular road there never was, until this colliery was opened, any carting 
of coal to the railway siding, yet on other roads in neighbourhood 
coal was carted to railway sidings, and therefore the use of this road for 
the ordinary trade of the neighbourhood was not extraordi traftic. 
That was contrary to Hill v. Thomas. The trade of the neighbourhood was 
not the thing to be regarded; the use of the particular road was.— 
Counse., Manisty ; J. Lawson Walton, Q.0.; and R. I. Simey. Soxicrrors, 
Field, Roscoe, § Oo., for Maw, Teale, § Themlinson, Bishop Auckland ; Jarry 
§ Sherlock, for Trotter, Bruce, § Trotter, Bishop Auckland. 

(Reported by W. F. Ranry, Barrister-at-Law. | 


LEVER v. LAND SECURITIES CO.; DE OARTERET ». SAME—No. 2, 
8th November. 


Practice—D1scoverY—InsPection—PosTPONEMENT—QUESTION or Law To 
bE Dererminep—R. 8S. C., XXV., 2; XXXI., 20. 


This was an appeal from Kekewich, J. The plaintiff Lever commenced 
an action against the defendant company u the ground that they had 
been paying dividends out of capital. e became bankrupt, and the 
plaintiff De Carteret was deg eg his trustee in bankruptcy, and the 
action was be’ contin by him. In Jan , 1892, the common 
order was made for an affidavit of documents and very by the com- 
pany. An order bagel ree gpa dl made limiting the discovery, and the 
wy made an affidavit pursuant to the order, and a very 
number of documents was scheduled. The company then took out a 
summons asking that all further discovery and inspection might be 
postponed until certain questions of law which they submitted to the court 
should be determined. Kekewich, J., held that the fact of the order of 
January, 1892, being made precluded the defendant company from 
subsequently raising the questions of law by means of an independent 
application; that they ought to have been raised before the order 
for discovery was made ; and that ord. 31, r. 20, did not point to a future 
application being made; but his lordship held that he jurisdiction 
outside the rules to postpone inspection and to order the questions of law 
to be first , and he made an order accordingly. The trustee in 
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bankru appealed. On the appeal coming on for hearing the court 
aneoued sy stand over for the defendant company to po ay their 
defence so as to include any questions of law which they considered should 
be determined before inspection was given and the determination of 
which might render inspection unnecessary, and thus to put themselves in 
a position to avail themselves of ord. 25, r. 2. On the appeal coming on 


Tue Court (Livorey, A. L. Surrn, and Davey, L JJ.) varied the order 
of Kekewich, J. 

Lixpiey, L.J., said the plaintiff naturally insisted on the order of 
January, 1892, and under that he asked to inspect the documents of the 
company, not, his lordship supposed, maliciously and spitefully, but still 
in a way of which the practical effect was primd facie oppressive. Now 
that the case had stood over and the defence been amended so that the 
company was now right in point of form to ask the court to exercise its 
power under ord. 25, r. 2, there was no difficulty in making an order for 
the questions to be tried. The construction put by Kekewich, J., on 
ord. 31, r. 20, appeared rather too narrow—to say, as he did, that the right to 
discovery had been determined by the common order ; the right to discovery 
in that rule might, perhaps, mean the exercise of that right. Practically 
the right thing to do on the appeal was to vary the order of Kekewich, J., 

utting the language which the court had before it as to the issue raised 

y the pleading instead of the somewhat similar la which occurred 
in the order—costs of the original application and of the appeal to be 
reserved. 

A. L. Surru, L.J., concurred. It was not necessary to decide what was 
the true construction of ord. 31, r. 20, now that the case had been brought 
within ord. 25, r. 2. 

Davey, L.J., also concurred. In his opinion the case came within the 
true construction of ord. 31, r. 20, upon which he was not all inclined to 
put a narrow construction, or to restrict the power thereby given to the 
court to have questions or issues decided which, if decided one way, would 
render the inspection unnecessary. He thought that at whatever stage the 

came to ask for the intervention of the court he was within the 
meaning of the rule.—CounseL, Linco!n Reed; Warmington, Q.C., and 
Rowden. Soxtcrronrs, Gibbs, White, § Crocker; R. C. Ponsonby. 


[Reported by Anruur Lawrence, Barrister-ai-Law. } 


NORTHEY STONE CO. (LIM.) v. GIDNEY—No. 1, 13th November. 


County Covrt—Jvurispicrion—District in wHicu THE ‘Cause or ACTION 
orn CLAIM WHOLLY OR IN Part AarosE’’—Goops Sotp anp Detiverep— 
Non-PAYMENT—Prourpttion—County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. 
c. 43), s. 74. 

Appeal from the decision of the Queen’s Bench Division (Charles and 
Wright, JJ.), affirming the refusal by the judge at chambers to issue a 
writ of probibition to the Bath County Court; reported ante, p.26. The 
plaintiffs, who carried on business at Bath, brought an action, by leave of 
the registrar, in the Bath County Court, against the defendant, who 
resided in Essex, to recover the price of goods sold and delivered. The 
contract for the supply of the goods was made by an agent of the plaintiffs 
with the defendant in Essex, and the goods were to be delivered in Essex. 
The defendant applied for a prohibition upon the ground that no part 
of the cause of action arose within the district of the Bath County Court, 
as it was sufficient for the plaintiffs, in order to support their cause of 
action, to prove the order and delivery of the goods, and then it lay on 
the defendant to prove payment. Section 74 of the County Courts Act, 
1888, provides that an action may be commenced in the county court 
within the district of which the defendant dwells or carries on business, 
or, by leave of the judge or registrar, ‘‘in the court in the district of 
which the cause of action or claim wholly or in part arose.”’ 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lorgs and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal upon the ground that it was clear that non-payment of the 
price was part of the cause of action; that, from the invoice sent with 
the goods, it. was clear that the place of payment was at Bath, and 
that therefore the Bath County Court had jurisdiction to entertain the 
action.—CounsgL, G. 8. Bower; Edward Pollock. Souscrrons, A. W. 
Timbrell ; Young, Jones, ¢ Co. 

| Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 


PAPE v. WESTACOTT—No. 2, 10th November. 


ParincipAL AND AcEent — Recerpt ny Agent or Cneqvue as Payment— 
Acrnt’s AvTHoRITyY. 


This was an appeal from a decision of the Divisional Court (Charles and 
Vaughan Williams, JJ.), affirming a decision of the judge of the Bromp- 
ton County Court in favour of the plaintiff. In 1885 the plaintiff granted 
a lease of a house and shop to one Casely for twenty-one years, at a rent 
of £91 per annum, with a condition in the lease that the lessee should not 
eulge the lease without the consent in writing of the lessor. In 1891 
the lessee proposed to assign, with the plaintiff’s permission, the lease to 
one Auckland ; at that time one quarter year’s rent was in arrear. The 
plaintiff’s wife, acting for the plaintiff, received a promise from the lessee 
that he would pay the arrears of rent as soon as the assignment was com- 
pleted. The lessee had been accustomed to pay his rent sometimes in 
cash, sometimes by cheque. The carrying out of the assignment was 
handed over to the defendant, who was an auctioneer and estate agent; he 
was instructed to prepare the necessary licence to assign, but not to hand 
it over till he got the rent. The plaintiff signed the licence. The lessee 
and Auckland met at the defendant’s office on a Saturday afternoon to 
complete the transaction. The price to be paid by Auckland to the lessee 


had not cash with them). The defendant 
bility) objected to taking ppb but 

to doubt his honesty or respectability ac 

ultimately took one from him for £25 9s., of which £22 15s. was for arrears 


hours and the 
(who, it appeared, had known the lessee for years, and 


appeared. The plaintiff sued the defendant for £22 15s. as damages for 
negligence in the cheque from the lessee instead of cash. The 
county court judge gave judgment for the —— which was affirmed 
by the Divisional Court. The defendant, on leave given, appealed. 

Tue Covrr (Lixptey, A. L. Surrn, and Davey, LJ3-} dismissed the 
a) 4 

4 L.J., said the ary given by the lessee to the defendant was 
not for rent arrears only, but it was for rent and the agent’s commission, 
and it was drawn in favour of the defendant or his order, so it was not 
one whick could have been handed straight over to the plaintiff. The 
county court judge, who had based his decision on the passage from Story 
on Agency which said that an agent authorized to receive payment was 
ordinarily deemed intrusted with a power to receive it in money only had 
pressed that passage too far, for it Legg wa wg by another passage which 
said that where the agent had given only the usual credit or conducted 
himself according to the usual course of business he would not be respon- 
sible for loss through the subsequent insolvency or fraud of the person 
trusted; or, if he had received payment in the usual manner of conduct- 
ing like transactions, as,by receiving a cheque from a person in good credit 
who should become insolvent before the cheque could be 
such a case he would not be liable for the loss to the principal. 
would presumably be the case if the agent received money in the way in 
which it was ordinarily paid in this country ; and a cheque might be said 
to be an ordinary way. Not that a cheqne was always a proper way of 
receiving money. ‘Take the case of a solicitor intrusted with deeds for the 
purpose of carrying out a sale, he would not be justified in 
cheque and parting with the deeds before the cheque was 4 
question in the present case was whether the defendant was justified in 
putes with the licence without actually getting the rent in arrear. He 

not get a cheque which in the ordinary course he could transfer to 
his principal. If the cheque had been honoured that would 
immaterial. But the cheque was dishonoured, and it seemed to_ 
his lordship that the defendant had not pursued the authority with which he 
had been intrusted. In the case of Bridges v. Garrett (14 Soricrrors’ JourNnat, 
834, 18 W. R. 815, L. R. 5C. P. 451), which the appellant had relied on, 
question turned on the cheque having been cashed, and that case was so 
referred to in Pearson v. Scott (26 W. R. 801, 9Ch. D. 207,208). The result 
was the defendant had not pursued hisauthority, and his caze failed. Then 
what was the plaintiff’s loss? It was said the plaintiff could distrain on 
Auckland. But it would be an outrageous thing if that were to be done 
under the circumstances, and it was impossible for the to 
judicial sanction to such a contention as that. The peg 
money and his damage was what he would have got if the defendant had 
not parted with the licence. The a) must be dismissed. 
A. L. Surrx, L.J., concurred. The plaintiff had practically told the 
defendant not to part with the licence till he had the arrears. He had 
not got the arrears in cash and he had established no usage to justify his 
receiving payment otherwise than in cash. 

Davey, L.J., also concurred. There had been no pa) t to the 
plaintiff ; there could be none till the cheque was cashed, as it was not 
cashed there was none at all.—Counsgt, 4. Powell; Poley. Soxicrrors, 
Haynes § Claremont ; Barraud, Regge, § Jupp. 


(Reported by Anraur Lawrence, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re SOMERSET, SOMERSET v. EARL POULETT AND OTHERS—No. 2, 
, 9th November. 

Trustee—Breacn or Taust—Investuent on Mortrcacr—Sratvre or 
Lrurrations—ACKNOWLEDGMENT oF Dent—Mxasure or Laantrry— 
Consent or BEengriclany—KNOWLEDGE—ImpouNDING InTEREST—TRUSTER 
Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vier. c. 59), ss. 6, 8. 

A from the decision of Kekewich, J. (reported 41 W. R. 536). 
Tate eetion was brought by Mr. Vere F. J. Somerset and his infant 
children against Earl Poulett, Lord Dorchester, and Sir T. Meyrick, the 
surviving trustees of his marriage settlement, to make certain 

by them in 
settlement, 


breaches of trust which were alleged to bave been 
dated in 1875, it was declared that the defendants and Granville R. H. 


Ee 
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investing the trust moneys on insufficient security. By the 


Somerset (since deceased) should stand of certain stocks and 
securities upon trust after the marriage, the consent in of the 
husband and wife during their joint lives to sell and invest the same on 


real and other securities, and to pay the income to life 
then to the wife for life, and, after the death of the survivor, to hold the 
trust estate on trusts for the children of the five 
children of the marriage, who, with their father, were plaintiffs in the 
action. In 1878 Vere Somerset was desirous that the trust funds should 
be invested upon ge, the Hawkstone Estate in Shropshire, be- 


longing to Lord Bill th a view to this investment, Mr. a 
seulieeat ihe firm of Wild, Berger, & Co., who was Laat lili colton 


was employed to instruct a firm of valuers to value the estate on behalf of 


the trustees. Instructions were accordingly sent to Messrs. Farebrother, 

Eile, £ On, mguter wih 0 Sees, Ral oe Seca os cee 
as mi 

o pone oft elt Creepy a 





was £300. Auckland handed a cheque for that amount to the lessee. 
The leseee proposed to pay his arrears of rent by cheque (it was after 


as you can advise will be properly secured.” Sir pro- 
perty at £42,750, estimating the wet reytal et £1,070, and advised that 
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£30,000 might safely be advanced upon it. Subsequently, Sir J. Ellis 
wrote advising the trustees that £35,000 might safely be advanced, the 
ground of his opinion being that the rents might be increased if Lord Hill 
were willing to take that course. The trust funds, consisting of certain 
Brazilian and Russian bonds, were thereupon sold, and the proceeds, 
amounting to £34,612, were advanced to Lord 1 Hill upon the security of the 
Hawkstone property. The investment was made with the consent in writing 
of Mr. and Mrs. Vere Somerset, and at the uest of the former. Mrs. 
Vere Somerset died in 1881. Kekewich, J., held that, as between the 
infant plaintiffs and the defendants, the investment was a breach of trust ; 
that the defendants were jointly and severally liable to make good to the 
trust estate the difference between the sum actually advanced on the 
security of the property and £26,000, which was the largest sum which 
might Properly es been advanced by the trustees on security thereof ; 
and that the came plaintiffs were entitled to a lien on the proceeds of the 
property already sold and on the property remaining unsold for the pay- 
ment of that amount. He also made a declaration that, as between Vere 
Somerset and the defendants, his right to sue was barred by section 8 of 
the Trustee Act, 1888 ; and, further, that the defendants were entitled to 
have his life interest in the whole trust estate impounded under section 6 
of the same statute, by way of indemnity to them against their liability. 
The plaintiff Vere Somerset appealed. Section 6 of the Act provides: 
** Where a trustee shall have committeed a breach of trust at the instiga- 
tion or request or with the consent in writing of a beneficiary, the court 
may, if it shall think fit, make such order as to the court shall 
seem just for impounding all or any part of the interest of the beneficiary 
in the trust estate by way of indemnity to the trustee or person claiming 
through him.’’ By section 8, sub-section (1), ‘‘In any action or other 
proceeding against a trustee, . . . except the following 
provisions shall apply—(a) All rights and privileges conferred by any 
Statute of Limitations shall be enjoyed in the like manner and to the like 
extent as they would have been enjoyed in such action or other proceed- 
iog if the trustee or person claiming through him had not been a trustee 
or person claiming through him; (4) If the action or other proceeding is 
pro oe to recover money or other property, and is one to which no 
e g Statute of Limitations applies, the trustee or person claiming 
through him shall be entitled to the benefit of, and be at liberty to plead, 
the lapse of time as a bar to such action or other proceeding in the like 
manner and to the like extent as if the claim had been against him in an 
action for money had and received. . . .” 

Tue Court (Lixpiey, A. L. Sarru, and Davey, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal so far as it related to the Statute of Limitations, and allowed it in 

t of the indemnity under the Trustee Act, 1888. 

NpDLRY, L.J., eaid the first question raised by the appeal was 
whether the Statute of Limitations was a bar to the claim of the plaintiff 
and appellant, Mr. Vere Somerset, to have the trust moneys,made good. 
The second question was whether the trustees, who, whether the plaintiff 
was barred or not, had to make those moneys good, were entitled to have 
the income from them applied to their own indemnity during the plaintiff's 
life. Both these questions turned on the Trustee Act, 1888, but they 
turned on different sections of it. The first question turned on section 8. 
The breach of trust for which the trustees had been declared responsible was 
for the investment of the money on mortgage of property of insufficient 
value. There had been no fraud, nor any conversion of the trust property 
to the use of the trustees. The breach of trust was not now in con- 
troversy, and it was conceded that the defendants were liable for it to the 
infants who were entitled to the life interest of Mr. Vere Somerset. The 
yee was as to his right to relief. The fact that the interest was paid 

irect by the mortgagor to the appellant as tenant for life, and not by the 
trustees to him, was, in his lordship’s opinion, immaterial. In point of law 
the payment amounted to a payment by the mortgagor to the trustees 
pursuant to his covenant, and to payment by them of the muney so 
received to the plaintiff as tenant for life pursuant to the trusts which the 
trustees had undertaken to perform. But then arose the question, What 
was the effect of such a payment with reference to the Statute of 
Limitations? What did such payment admit? It was not an admission 
or acknowledgment of any breach of trust nor of any liability on the part 
of the trustees that they were liable to make good the principal sum to the 
plaintiff or any other of their cestuis que trustent ; it was a mere acknow- 
ledgment that they had received from the mortgagor so much money in 
of his mortgage. But such an admission would not suffice to 
deprive the trustees of the protection afforded by the Statute of Limita- 
tions. In applying the analogy of an action for money had and received 
to the use of the plaintiff they must not shut their eyes to the truth. 
They must not first of all treat the trustees as debtors of a sum 
which they did not admit they owed, and then treat the payment of 
interest as an acknowledgment that they owed that sum and were 
liable to make it good. They must look at the facts and see what it 
was that the payment of interest did admit and acknowledge, and unless 
the fact were such as to justify the inference that the trustees admitted 
their liability to make good the principal, the payment of the interest 
would not ve them of the benefit of the statute. This was conclu- 
sively shewn by Foster v. Dawber (6 Ex. 839), Davies v. Edwards (7 Ex. 22), 
and Morgan v. Rowlands (200 W. R. 726, L. R. 7 Q. B. 493), where the 
applicable to the law on this subject were fully explained. In 

Morgan v. Rowlands it was held that payment of interest pursuant to a 
judgment in an action brought to recover interest only did not prevent the 
Statute of Limitations from being a bar to another action brougbt within 
six years from the recovery of the principal debt itself. Upon this point, 
therefore, the appeal failed. The canal question was, Whether, in order 
to indemnify the trustees, the court ought to impound the income of the 
trust funds during the life of the appellant? That question turned on the 


construction of section 6 and cn the conduct of the parties. Did the 














trustees commit the breach of trust for which they had been made liable 
at the instigation or request or with the consent in writing of the appel- 
lant? The section was intended to protect trustees, and ought to be con- 
strued so as to carry out that intention. But the section ought not, in 
his lordship’s opinion, to be construed as if the word ‘“‘ investment ’’ had 
been inserted instead of ‘‘ breach of trust.”” An enactment to that effect 
would produce great injustice in many cases. In order to bring a case 
within this section the cestui que trust must instigate or request or consent 
in writing to some act or omission which was in itself a breach of trust, 
and not to some act or omission which only became a breach of trust by 
reason of want of care on the part of the trustees. If a cestui gue trust 
instigated, requested, or consented in writing to an investment not in 
terms authorized by the power of investment, he clearly would fall within 
the section, and in such a case his ignorance or forgetfulness of the terms 
of the peed would not, he thought, protect him; at all events, not unless 
he could give some good reason why it should—e.g., that it was caused by 
the trustee. But if all that a cestui que trust did was to instigate, request, 
or consent in writing to an investment which was authorized by the terms 
of the power, the case was, he thought, very different. He had a right 
to expect that the trustees would act with proper care in making 
the investment, and if they did not they could not throw the 
consequences on him unless they could shew that he instigated, re- 
quested, or consented in — to their non-performance of their duty 
in this respect. As regarded the necessity for a writing he agreed with 
the decision of Kekewich, J., in Grifith v. Hughes (40 W. R. 524; 1892, 3 
Ch. 105) that an instigation or request need not be in writing, and that 
the words ‘‘in writing’? applied only to the consent. The appellant 
never instigated, requested, or consented to the investment of the trust 
money on Lord Hill’s property without inquiry, still less if, upon inquiry, 
the rents payable in respect of the lands mortgaged were found to be less 
than the interest payable on the mortgage. Whether the appellant knew 
the rental was a very important question. Kekewich, J., had found that 
he did. But the evidence did not, in his opinion, warrant that inference. 
The appellant positively denied that he knew the rental, and said that Mr. 
Haste, the mortgagor’s agent, had told him it was £1,700 a year, whilst, 
in fact, it was only £1,078 net. It was contended that Messrs. Wilde & 
Berger, who were the solicitors of the mortgagor and of the trustees, were 
also the solicitors of the appellant, and that through them he must be 
treated as having known of the valuation and the rental and all other 
material facts. But to affect him with this notice would be extremely 
unjust, for the solicitors obtained the valuation for and on behalf of the 
trustees, and the facts, the knowledge of which the court was asked to 
impute to him, were clearly kept from him. It was important to observe 
that the statute did not make a cestui que trust responsible for a breach of 
trust simply because he had actual or constructive notice of it; he must 
have instigated or requested it or have consented to it in writing. Even 
if the knowledge of his solicitors could be imputed to him for some pur- 
poses it was not true in fact that the appellant did, by himself or his 
agent, instigate, request, or consent in writing to the breach of trust. 
And although the appellant might have constructive notice through his 
solicitors of the valuation, the court, in exercising the power conferred 
upon it by statute, would, in his lordship’s opinion, be acting unjustly if, 
under the circumstances of this care, it held the appellant liable to indem- 
nify the trustees. The court would be treating the appellant as having 
done more than he did, and he could see no justification for such a course. 
It must be borne in mind that the appellant was not seeking to benefit 
himself at the expense of the remainderman, as in Raby v. Ridehalgh (3 
W. R. 344, 7 De G. M. & G. 104). He was seeking a better security for 
the trust money for the benefit of everyone interested in it. Under these 
circumstances, and for these reasons, his lordship was unable to concur in 
Kekewich, J.’s judgment on this point, which would have to be varied 
accordingly. The result would be that the appellant would receive the 
income yielded by the trust fund which was not lost, but would not re- 
ceive any personal benefit from what the trustees would have to make 
good. The appeal failing in part and succeeding in part each party would 
have to pay his own costs of the appeal. 

A. L. Swrrn, L.J., in concurring, said it appeared to him that this was 
an action brought to recover money, for it was brought to recover 
from the trustees the money which had been lost to the trust funds in 
consequence of their breach of trust. It was conceded that the statute of 
21 Jac. 1, c. 16, imposing a limitation of six years applied. It was 
said by the respondents, and in that he agreed, that the defence was 
to be treated as if it were a plea of the Statute of Limitations pleaded at 
common law to an action for money had and received. The cause of 
action was complete in 1878, when the respondents committed the breach 
of trust, and therefore, unless the appellant could make out some acknow- 
ledgment, so as to take the case out of the statute, itwould apply. It had 
long since been settled that the mere fact of part payment of a debt was 
not sufficient to take a case out of the Statute of Limitations. 
Pollock, C.B., once directed a jury that it was, but that direction was 
held to be undoubtedly erroneous: Wainman v. Kynman (1 Ex., at p. 121). 
To take the case out of the statute there must be a part payment of the 
debt under such circumstances as established a promise to pay the re- 
mainder, or, as Parke, B., said in Davies v. Edwards (7 Ex., at p. 23), ‘The 
party who makes the payment must say in effect, ‘I make this payment 
on account of the debt.’’’ The same applied to the payment of interest. 
To take the case out of the statute there must be a payment of interest 
qué interest due upon the debt, thereby acknowledging more to be due: 
Sims v. Brutton (5 Ex., at P- 809). It was true that the appellant received 

lodically down to 1890 interest upon the ee by the trustees to 
Hill upon mortgage. Even if this interest been paid to him by 

the respondents, which it was not, for apparently he received it direct 
from Lord Hill—though his lordship did not think that was material— 
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how could such payment of interest be an acknowledgment by the 
respondents that they owed the appellant more money? The payment of 
interest on this case was not made as a payment by the trustees on account 
of any debt due from them to the ap) ts or on account of any liability 
they were under to him. At the most, it was an admission that the trust 
funds were duly invested by them on behalf of the beneficiaries, and it 
was impossible to twist this payment of interest into an admission by the 
trustees of a debt due to the appellant as he had attempted to do to avoid 
the effect of the statute. In his judgment, therefore, Kekewich, J., was 
right in holding that the Statute of Limitations was a bar to the action. 
As to the point whether the trustees were entitled to the indemnity under 
the Act of 1888, his lordship was of opinion that the true meaning of 
section 6 was that a trustee, in order to obtain the benefit conferred by it, 
must establish that the beneficiary knew the facts which rendered what he 
was instigating, requesting, or consenting to in writing a breach of trust. 
That issue was upon the trustees to establish in order to entitle them to 
relief under the section, and in his lordship’s opinion they had failed to 
d 


0 80. 
Davey, L.J., who also concurred, said the investment was undoubtedly 
made at the instigation or request or with the consent in writing of Mr. 
Vere Somerset. But he was of opinion that that was not enough, and 
that to bring the case within section 6 of the Trustee Act, 1888, the bene- 
ficiary must have requested the trustees to depart from, and go outside, 
the terms of his trust. It was not, of course, necessary, that the bene- 
ficiary should know the investment to be in law a breach of trust, but he 
must, he thought, know the facts which conetituted the breach of trust. 
But supposing he was wrong in this, and that it should be held to be 
sufficient, in order to bring the section into operation, that the 
requested or consented to the investment in question, it appeared to him that 
the court would arrive at the same result from a consideration of the 
latter words of the section, which did not impose on the court the duty in all 
events of impounding the interest of the benefi , but invested it with a 
discretionary power (to be exercised judicially) ‘‘if it shall think fit’ to 
** make such order as to the court shall seem just’’ for the ey It 
seemed to his lordship that in coming to the conclusion of what was just 
the court must have regard to settled legal principles. Although the 
power of impounding the interest of the beneficiary was extended by the 
section it was not a new power, and he could not find any words in the 
section which had the effect of directing the court to exercise its statutory 
jurisdiction on principles different from those on which it acted before the 
statute. The leading case on the subject was Raby v. Ridehalgh. Turner, 
L.J.’s judgment did not go beyond holding that the tenant for life, 
having been privy and party to the breach of trust, was liable to recoup 
the trustees ; and see Sawyer v. Sawyer (33 W. R. 403, 28 Ch. D. 595, 598). 
Was Mr. Vere Somerset either party or privy to this breach of trust? ‘ ‘The 
case was undoubtedly very near the line, and if he agreed with the learned 
judge’s view of the facts he should agree with his decision. Butremember- 
ing the trustees were in the position of actors seeking an indemnity from 
another against their own liability, he had come to the conclusion that 
there was not sufficient evidence that Mr. Vere Somerset knew of the in- 
sufficiency of the security, or that he ever desired, requested, or consented 
or was privy to his trustees stepping outside the terms of their trust.— 
CounseL, Warmington, Q.C., and O. L. Clare; Marten, Q.C., and 7. H. 
Carson. Soxscrtors, Pritchard, Englefield, § Co., for E. Bygott, Wem, 
Salop ; Hulberts § Hussey. 


[Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Lay. | 
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Venpor AND Purowasern—Oovenants ror Trrtze—Conveyance IN Far— 
Derect APPEARING BY ReciraL on Face or Desp or ConvEYANcCE— 
Venpor’s LiaBruirty. 


Appeal by the defendant company from a decision of Romer, J. The 
question raised by this appeal was whether a vendor’s covenants for title 
in a conveyance in fee simple free from incumbrances covered a defect in 
the vendor’s title shewn by a recital on the face of the conveyance. 
The facts were as follows:—Ann Palmer by her will, made in 1852, 
gave to her daughter, Mrs. Amy Page, ‘‘the sum of £60, already paid 
into court by the Wolverhampton Railway Co., in part payment of a cer- 
tain piece of land proposed to be taken by such company, and all such 
sums of money which shall hereafter be paid by that or any other railway 
company in respect to any part of the a taken for railway 
fans pay il and, ** subject thereto,” the testa devised the said piece of 

to Amy Page for life, with remainder to the children of Amy Page as 
tenants in common absolutely. Ann Palmer died in 1855. Amy Page, 
who survived her, had three children, a son, Joseph Page, and two 
daughters. By a deed of June 26, 1879, made between certain mort- 

s of the said piece of land of the first part, Amy Page of the second 
part, and the defendant company of the third part, after reciting in full 
the will of Ann Palmer, and reciting that the defendant company had 
agreed with Amy Page for the purchase of the said land for an estate o 
inheritance in fee simple free from incumbrances, it was witnessed that in 
consideration of the sum of £2,200 paid by the company to the mort- 
gagees, and of the sum of £3,050 paid by the company to Amy Page, the 
mortgagees thereby granted and released, and Amy Page emg A gee 
and confirmed, the said land to the company in fee simple from 


> 


incumbrances; and Amy Page, for herself, her heirs, executors, and | the 
administrators, thereby covenanted with the com 
ing any act or thing by Amy Page or the 
them, made, done, executed, or knowingly suffered, she 

Page, had then good power to confirm and grant the 

thereby conveyed in the manner aforesaid; and that the said heredita- 
ments should at all times thereafter be held, occupied, and 


that, notwithstaud- 


rate instrument, the defendant y received from h 
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he was bound by. The defendant company appealed on both ‘ 
Thee appeal ox the peteh as to the true construction of oy! = 
missed by the Court of Appeal on the 27th of October, 1893. 
Tur Court (Lixpuey, A. L. Sutra, and Davary, L.JJ.) now allowed the 
ap of the defendant company against the third parties on the point as 


to indemnity. 

 cowomnny o said that it was important to observe that the ae 
by Amy Page to the company was made by her as an ordinary in 
fee; it was not a con made Se ee 
ferred on tenants for under the Clauses Act, nor 
was the purchase-money paid into a bank pursuant to those sections in the 
same Act which a ee ee ee whose 
titles are doubtful, company did not, either by their or at 
the bar, claim to have acquired a good title under that statute, nor did 


they contend that the plaintiffs’ remedy, if any, was for compensation 
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to this a raise any such t. i sesll piece co aie ane 
what wo rp beg edny A Tait the ene had bam 3 it upon those 


lines. In against the com on the point as to indemnity 
Romer, J., had fo a decision of Malins, V.C., in Hunt v. White, de- 
cided in 1 that decision had been generally followed, the Lord 


v. White did not ever 
was it to be fo in the text books habitually consulted 
veyancers. A note in Dart’s Vendors and Purchasers (6th ed., vol. ii., 
p. 886) shewed that the principle on which V.0, 

that case was 

by no means . 
of gg should treat the 

question, what was a vendor’s covenant for title applicable to—was 


it applicable only to the title shewn to Se eee « Se 
to the title expressed to be convayed $0 could only be found by 
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reading the whole conveyance, including the covenants 
the true construction of the whole document, the ti! 
and the covenant was so worded as 
altho the recitals might shew some defect or 
vendot's title, yet elias cbeui Se aires te, ie Waa eee 
as to give to the purchaser the ti 

have. In such a case there was no warrant 
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tiffs in the t action was ‘‘a claim or demand made by a person | executors of a mortgagee against the mortgagors and a second mo’ 3 
claiming ier Aen Palmer ”’ against or in respect of the lands in ques- | The usual judgment for successive redemptions or foreclosures af ten 


tion, or that it was occasioned by an “‘ act or thing made, done, or executed 
by Ann Palmer” ; in other words, it was not disputed’ that there would 
be a breach of the covenant if it was to be construed literally. But it was 
that the covenant ought to be construed so as not to cover any 
aim or demand arising out of matters appearing on the face of the con- 
veyance. The question to be decided, therefore, was whether the court 
should read into the covenant by construction an exception of defects of 
incumbrances, a @ on the face of the instrument. In 
of this view Hunt v. White had been relied on; in that case 
Mains, V C., said, *‘ The covenant for quiet enjoyment can only extend 
from incumbrances and defects in the title of 
has no notice.’’ The Vice-Chancellor’s proposition 
was expressed too widely ; for where the defect was one of which 
the purchaser had notice, although it did not appear on the face of the 
been held in Levett v. Withrington (Lutwyche, 
that notice of the defect in title relied on as a breach was 
no défence to an action on the covenant in respect of the breach. 
The Lord Justice said that he adopted the statement in Dart on 
Vendors and Purchasers (6th ed., vol. 2, p. 886), and it would, in his 
be contrary to principle to hold that the construction or effect of 
a covenant could be controlled by extrinsic evidence of notice or intention. 
Although the opinion of Malins, V.C.—himself a conveyancer of consider- 
eee vs entitled to the highest respect, it did not bind the 
Court of Appeal. Hunt v. White did not appear to be extensively known, 
and he did not think that. any titles depended on that decision. In his 
lordship’s , the general rule laid down in Hunt v. White could not 
be supported. It was safer and more consisteut with principle to construe 
covenant literally, without importing into it any exception or quali- 
fication which the had not themselves introduced by express words ; 
and he held that, if the parties did not intend the covenant to be so con- 
for the protection of the purchaser, they should express their 
intention, instead of throwing upon those who maintained that the 
covenant should be read according to the ordinary use of language the onus 
of an expressed intention to that effect.—Counse., Phipson Beale, 
Q.c., Macnaghten ; Neville, Q.0., Bramwell Davis, and W. Shakespeare. 
Soxicrrons, Beale ¢ Co. ; Timbrell §& Deighton. 
{Reported by M. J. Biaxx, Barrister-at-Law.]} 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 
R088 r. WOODFORD—Chitty, J., 10th November. 


Pracrice—Evipence—Commission To TAKE Evipence aproap—Sprctau 
— EXAMINATION OF Derenpants—R. 8S. C,, XXXVII., 5. 


This’ was a motion by the defendants in the above-named action, who 
were husband and wife, asking that an examiner might be appointed to 
take the evidence of themselves and others in the Transvaal, where they 
now resided. An examiner was asked for as being less expensive than a 
commission. ‘The action was to enforce the legal title which the plaintiff 
set up, and appeared to the court primd facie entitled to enforce, to certain 
shares in a company in the Transvaal. Both plaintiff and defendants were 
in England when the writ was issued, but the court found that 
the defendants had not left the country in order to escape appearing at 
the trial of the action. The defendant husband was an American citizen, 
of American domicil, with his home in the Transvaal. An offer was 
made on behalf of the plaintiff during the hearing to provide the 
to £200) of the defendants’ coming to this country, but this 
| ds inadequate. The cases of Coch v. Allcock (36 W. R. 747, 
. bs. 1178), Re Boyes (30 W. R. 812, 20 Ch. D. 760), Nadin v. 

. R. 70, 25 Ch. D. 21, at p. 29), Armour v. Walker (32 W. R. 
. 678), and Berdan v. Greenwood (20 Ch. D. 764 n., at p. 768) 
argument ; but no case of an application like the present by 


-» said that the court must be satisfied that the application was 
, and not with a view to embarrassing the plaintiff in his 
case was that the transfer of the shares was 
oral agreement, the nature of which was in 
— in such a case of seeing 
. But was his lordship to compel the 
case or come over here? The court 
aintiff asked for a commission to take his 
and should himself come into court. It 
mdant. The court would exercise its discre- 
him the principles ly applicable to a 
was one in whic e defendants were 
lordship was fully alive to the advantages of 
open court, but this application was 
. The plaintiff's offer was not a fair test 
- On balance of convenience and in exercise 
lordship ought to use carefally and judicially, 
a for a commission, which would accordingly 
the counsel giving an to proceed 
diligence. » Byrne, Q.C., and Geare ; Farwell, Q.C., and 
Courthope Munro, Sorscrrous, Day, Russell, & Co. ; Burn & Berridge. 
(Reported by J. F. Water, Barrister-at-Law.| 
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MARTIBEAU +. YORKE—Chitty, J., 10th November. 


—Moxtosce—Posxe Ixcummnaxcen—Forrciosure—Svuccessive 
Prxsovs rox Repeurrion—k. 8. C., XLL., 3. 


Fhe above was s foreclosure action, begun in October, 1892, by the 





given in November, 1892. After the six months from the date of the 
certificate allowed to the second mortgagee for redemption, but before 
final judgment against him, a second certificate was made, and a further 
day, three months from the date thereof, allowed to the mortgagors for 
redemption. This certificate was made in the defendants’ presence. The 
period thereby given having elapsed, a motion was now made for fore- 
closure absolute against both the puisne mortgagee and tke mortgagors. 
It was contended that the defendants, having ap and allowed the 
second certificate to go, must be taken to have waived the obtaining of a 
final order, and the court might make the order asked for, notwithstand- 
ing Whitbread v. Lyall (8 De G. M. & G. 383,4 W. R. Ch. Dig. 69). 
Webster v. Patteson (32 W. R. 581,.25 Ch. D. 626) was referred to in support 
of the plaintiffs’ contention. If not, it was submitted that the court could 
at least exercise the discretion conferred upon it by ord. 41, r. 3, and 
make an order absolute as against the second mortgagee, ante-dated so as 
vob prior to the second certificate, which could then be amended under 
ord. 70, r. 1. 

Curry, J., said that the object of the application was to make the 
certificate in question regular as against the defendants other than the 
puisne mortgagee. If he made the order, ante-dating it as suggested, the 
effect would be to alter the rights of parties who had three months further 
to redeem. The point was before the Lords Justices in Whitbread v. Lyall. 
There the registrars were asked their opinion as to the practice, and ten 
were of one opinion, with which the Lords Justices and the Vice-Chan- 
cellor agreed, and only one of an opposite opinion. The practice was 
settled. If he ante-dated the order, he should deprive the mortgagors of 
three months which the practice of the court gave them, and that his 
lordship declined to do. There would be an order absolute against the 
puisne mo ee dated as of that day, the plaintiffs to get only the proper 
costs of o ng the ordinary order.—CounseL, Byrne, Q.C., and Vernon 
R. Smith ; Levett, Q.C., and Jason Smith ; Warrington ; Farwell, Q.C., and 
A. J. Chitty. Soricrrors, Ravenscroft, Hills, § Woodward ; Collyer-Bristow, 
Russell, Hitl, § Co. ; Tayzor, Son, § Humbert; Walker, Martineau, § Co. 


[Reported by J. F. Watery, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re ELIZABETH BROOKE (DECEASED), BROOKE v. BROOKE—Chitty, J., 
7th, 8th, and 14th November. 


Wu1—Constrvction—Direction THAT Executors pay Dents—Speciric 
Devise to Execurors on certain Trusts—No Acrive Dutres—Esrate 
TAKEN BY EXxEcuTors. 


By her will, dated the 21st of April, 1875, a testatrix who died on the 
28th of April, 1875, afterdirecting ber just debts and funeraland testamentary 
expenses and her legacies to be paid by her executors thereiuafter named, 
devised a freehold house unto her sons, Henry Brooke and William John 
Brooke, and their heirs, upon trust to allow the said Henry Brooke to use 
and enjoy the same for life, and after his decease to stand 
thereof upon trust for all or every one or more of the children of the said 
Henry Brooke as he should by deed or will appoint, and in default of 
appointment in trust for all or every one or more of the children of the 
said Henry Brooke who being sons should attain the age of twenty-one 
years or being daughters should attain that age or marry in equal shares 
as tenants in common, with ultimate trusts in default of such children. 
The testatrix then appointed Henry Brooke and Wm. John Brooke 
executors of her will. Henry Brooke having died in November, 1892, 
leaving two infant children still unmarried, the question arose whether the 
remainder to his children was a legal contingent remainder, and therefore 
failed for want of a freehold to support it, or whether the legal estate was 
entirely in the devisees in trust. Counsel for the infants contended that 
a direction to executors to pay debts followed by a specific devise of real 
estate to them gave them the legal estate : Creaton v. Creaton (5 W. R. 123, 
38m. & G. 386); Spence v. Spence (10 W. R. 605, 12 C. B. N. 8S. 199); 
Marshall v. Gingell (31 W. R. 63, 21 Ch. D. 790). Counsel for the persons 
interested under the ultimate trusts pointed out that in all these cases there 
was no doubt that the devisees took some estate. There was no case in 
which devisees taking no estate whatever apart from the direction to pay 
debts were held to take the fee on account of that direction. 

Currry, J., said it was clear on this will that the specific devisees took 
either the entire legal estate or nothing. No intermediate position was 
admissible; they did not take a partial interest in the legal fee. Apart 
from the direction to the executors to pay debts, no active duties in regard 
to the messuage were in ss terms imposed upon the devisees, 
and notwithstanding the use of the term “trust” the devisees would 
be mere conduit pipes, and the legal estate would pass to Henry 
Brooke for life, with a contingent remainder to his children. But 
there was a direction that the testatrix’s debts, expenses, and legacies 
should be paid by her executors thereinafter named, and the critical 
question was, What effect that direction had upon the specific devise made 
to the persons afterwards appointed executors? It was admitted that it 
was sufficient to charge the specifically-devised realty with the debts, 
ex , and legacies directed to be ; and it was contended for the 
children that the direction was t to shew that the testatrix 
intended the legal estate in the messuage to remain with the devisees, 
the executors, for the peapess of making the pa, ts. In Creaton v. 
Creaton a will devising copyholds contatnel a that the testator’s 
debte and funeral and testamentary expenses should be paid without 
stating in gece: Aye caye the payments were to be made, and the Vice- 
Chancellor found that direction sufficient ground 


for holding that the 
executors and devisees in trust took the estate in the whole of 
the customary estate of inheritance. was followed in Spence 


This 
v. Spence, where Willes, J., said there was nothing by implication shewing 
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that the executors were to take —_ less estate than the fee, ‘‘ and the 
direction to pay debts by implication shewed the contrary; they took 
power over all the property for the purpose of enabling them to pay the 
debts, and they would only have that power by allowing them to have the 
legal fee.”’ ese observations were very t to the t case. 
These cases were followed in Marshall v. Gingell. Although in these three 
cases the devisees clearly took some legal estate for the purposes of 


partial express trusts, which were not commensurate with the fee or | liq 


customary estate of inheritance, his lordship thought that this circum- 
stance did not form the ground of the decisions, and that the principle 
to be extracted from them was to be found in the direction to pay debts. 
Applying the authorities to the will before him, his lordship held that 
the direction to pay debts was sufficient to shew that in the specific devise 
to her two sons and their heirs in trust for her son Hi and his 
children the testatrix did not mean to make them mere conduit pipes of 
the legal estate, but she intended that the legal estate should pass to, and 
not through them, in trust, according to the modern cation of the 
term ‘‘ trust.’’ The result was that the estates of the children were equit- 
able, and had not failed.—Counszt, C. EF. E. Jenkins; B. B. Rogers. 
Soxicrrors, Robinson, Preston, § Stow, for Rooke § Coker, Bath. 


[Reported by G. Rowianp Atsron, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
STROUD v. WANDSWORTH BOARD OF WORKS —10th November. 


Merroro.is Manacement (AMENDMENT) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 66), 
s.3—Regram or Carriace Roap—'‘ Necessary Works or Rerar”’— 
JURISDICTION OF MAGISTRATE TO DETERMINE NECESSITY. 


The point raised in this case was whether it was for the board or for 
the magistrate to determine the question whether certain works executed 
by a district board of works under section 3 of the Metropolis Manage- 
ment Amendment Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 66), were Boag os 
The respondents were the Board of Works for the Wandsworth D ¥ 
and in pursuance of a resolution passed by the board on the 23rd of 
March, 1892, and of their powers under the above Act, caused certain 
works which were deemed by them to be necessary to be done by their 
surveyor upon Avenue-road, Hammersmith. By an order subsequently 
made by the board the sum of £26 0s. 9d. were —. on the appel- 
lant, who was the owner of a house and land abutting u the road, 
which was within their district, and had at the time uf the works been 
used for more than six months for public traffic, and had not become 
repairable by them. Section 3 of the Act provides that ‘‘any vestry 
or district board may from time to time execute any necessary works of 
repair upon any, or any part of any, carriage road within their parish or 
district which shall have been used for not less than six months for public 
traffic, and which may not, at the time of such repuir, have become 
repairable by them,” &c. And the section goes on to provide, inter alia, 
for the apportionment upon and recovery of the expense of the works 
from the owners of houses and lands bounding or abutting on such roads 
in the same manner as if they were the expenses of paving a new street 
under the provisions of the Metropolis Management Acts relative thereto. 
The appellant refused to pay the amount apportioned upon him, and the 
respondent board thereupon p ed against him before a metropolitan 
police magistrate to recover the amount. The appellant contended before 
the magistrate that the question whether any of the works of repair were 
** nec ”? or not was a question to be decided by the magistrate, and 
that the works in respect of which the apportionment had been made upon 
him were not, in fact, necessary to be done. The magistrate, however, 
held that he had no* jurisdiction to decide whether the works of repair 
were necessary or not, but that it was for the board to determine, he 
acco ly made an order upon the geen to pay the amount claimed, 
but stated a case for the opinion of the court. It was contended by the 
appellant that when the Legislature intended to vest such a discretion in a 
board roe did so by words expressly committing it to them, such as ‘‘if 
they shall deem it neceseary,’’ and that under the _ section the 
— had jurisdiction to inquire into the fact of the necessity of the 
works. For the respondents it was argued by counsel that if the 
of the magistrate were held to be wrong the Act would be reduced toa 
nullity, for no board would venture to execute works, however necessary, 
when every individual apportionment might be fought on the question of 
the necessity of the works. The ture, therefore, committed the 
determination of the fact to the public authority. 

Tux Covrr (Cuantes and Wricut, JJ.) reserved j . and on the 
10th of November dismissed the appeal, holding that had 
intrusted the determination of di upon what must be a matter of 
opinion, and incapable of demonstration, viz., the necessity of the 

works, to the local authority.—CounsgL, Appellant in person ; 
Sourcirors, W. W. Young ¢ Son. 


[Reported by J. P. Mutton, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re THE LONDON SCOTTISH PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING 
SOCIETY—8th November. 


Proutatrion—Onper or Rergerence 1x Winpino ur or Burtpine Soctsty— 
Orper or Juper piscuaratne Ornprr MADR ny Himsa. 


In this case the applicant, Mr. Oclee, had been placed by the 
dator on the list contributories in the winding up of the 
Scottish Permanent Benefit Building . An tion 
move his name was subsequently made to the deputy judge of 


Zarle, 


ui- 


to re- 
the City 


of London Court, and the applicant’s name was removed from the list 


of contributories on the ground 
who had given notice of withdrawal 
was t ‘ore @ of 


creditor 
in. On the Sted of Manch Se epee See ee ee oe 
liquidator had received sums of money, part of the assets 
of the society, and wey re 
applied to the judge of ty of 


uidator should pay to t 
an co eh Oe Se re order that 


books of the society, it 
raterrel me ads tp the Mpcaee iting WENT We any perweawet 
ment had y any person 
entitled to it. On the llth of May the Emagen Ping 8 wig Fa 


altering the word ‘person’? in the 
member,’’ and also 
Hart should be conditional ( 
court. Neither party paid this sum into court, and oti 
the judge made an 
discharged, and that 
disc 

said order was made be 


the costs of all thereunder. a had notice 
application by liquidator, but did not thereon. The applicant 
now moved for a writ of a 
City of London Court to 
pan further proceedings on the be awe > i 

Tus Courr (Cuarntes and Waricuat, JJ.) granted the motion for a writ 
of prohibition. 


wanes, J., onid thet he was of opinion thatthe judge of the of 
London Court had no jurisdiction to make the order of reference of the 
23rd of March. It was not warranted Act or by the 


by the Arbitration 
County Courts Act, or the Winding Up Act, 

ear ie aan - Societies Act, which conferred juriediction on 
county court bee om eas ° 

estan case tie futan had canal to the judgment of another 
matters which that other 5 
contrary to the law, and, that 
even although the j had 
matter. The rule was down 
(4 Q. B. D. 697), where he said 
hibition, would be the proper remedy, unless 

of something which, in the words of Littledale, J. 

A. & E. 719) ‘is contrary to the general laws of the land.’ ” 
of ae nd tab oeculactiy of precebin. Tn the latter 

of jurisdiction and what was case 
prohibition would not lie, but it was apy A the law of the land for 
one tribunal, which was established for a er ry to delegate to 
another the right to deal with matters which the for 
which it was established. His lordship did not decide 

of the 13th of May, imposing the conti of 


ae 


ey 


RIGHT, 


W ., concurred.-—CounsgL, xorg uae He ; 
Baker, Soxtcrrors, 7. C. Russell ; Harries, Withinson, ¢ Raikes. 
. [Reported by F. O, Rosrxsox, Barrister-at-Law.} 
MORGAN v. BOWLES—8th November. 


Practice—Mayor’s Courr—Ricut or Arrzat—Sscvritr ror Costs 
posers Court or Lonpon Procepurs Act, 1857, ss. 8-10—R. 8. C., 
aie 


court, was an excess of jurisdiction, or merely a ” 
he was of o inion that the order of the 15th of June, by ae 
mee A former order was, on the of v. Francis 
Times L. R. 535), Irvine v. Askew (L. R. 5.Q. B. 208), an excess of juris- 
diction which warranted prohibi The for tion would, 
therefore, be granted. 

Sir “ 
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This was an a from the Mayor’s Court. On behalf of the 
ent a Pee raction wen taken thas tnabe wad 


no t 
because the a; had not for costs. Bn moh 
Mayor's Court of London 
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from the Stannaries were appeals of a particular class, but that 
L.J., said *‘as regards the it the rule ‘ generalia specialibus 
non derogant’ applies, and I remember it having been similarly applied by 
the Court of Appeal as to a rule relating to costs in a county 
court.’”? Haviog regard to that dictum and to the difference between a 
rule ordering security and rules governing procedure, his lordship was of 
opinion that there was no right of appeal in this case. 
Wauonrt, J., concurred.—Counset, Lennard; Glyn. Soxscrtors, Ashby ; 
» Graham, § Graham. 
[Reported by F. O. Rostxsox, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLL. 
10th November—W1111am Moors (formerly of Leeds). 








LAW SOCIETIES, 
UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Monday, Nov. 13—Mr. A. K. Common in the chair,—In the unavoid- 
abeence of Mr. C. W. Williams, Dr. C. Herbert Smith moved: 
“* That the decision of North, J., in the case of Barber v. Penley (1893, 2 
Ch. 477) was wrong.’’ Mr. N. C. Simmer supported the decision, and 
the subsequent speakers were Mr. W. F. Symonds, Mr. G. W. 
. A. K. Common, Mr. M.S. Nathan, Mr. Begg,{and Mr. Hubbard. 
will be remembered as deciding the question of the liability of a 
a theatre for obstruction to access to his neighbour’s house 
by crowds collecting outside the theatre before the doors were 
» and thus blocking up the entrance to the neighbour’s house. 
motion was lost by the rarrow majority of three. 
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PRESTON LAW SOCIETY. 


We are requested to insert the following. We have not been favoured 
with any report of the case referred to :— 

Ata ly-attended meeting of this society, held at the Law Library, 
Preston, on Monday, the 9th of October, 1893, at 4 o’clock in the after- 
noon, the president, Mr. Alderman Edelston, [Mayor of Preston, in the 
, 

After the facts in the recent case of Midgley v. Midgley, in which Messrs. 
Plant, Abbott, & Plants, solicitors, were parties, had been fully explained 

considered and discussed, it was moved by the president, 

Mr. William Ascroft, J.P., and supported by Mr. Alderman 
others, and unanimously resolved : 

members of this society desire to place on record an expres- 

confidence in the integrity of Mr. Charles Harvey Plant and 

to express their sympathy with them in the difficult and 

ition in which they have been placed by the judgment in 


ion of this society, Mr. Charles Harvey Plant and his 
ings of and incident to the above case acted in 
interests of their clients, and as prudent solicitors 


Ahan ogee ¥ counsel’s advice. 
of the Incorporated Law t Ape be drawn to the 
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. Justice Romer (given the 18th of April, 1893), approved 
Lords Justices (the 4th of July, 1893), in the action 
, in which a solicitor was made ——— and mulcted 
he did under competent counsel’s advice for clients who 
co-defendants, and that they be requested to take steps to 
i by the House of Lords, seeing that the 
to be novel and fraught with great danger 
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opinion with this rociety to pass 
numbers two and three and forward same to the 
> Tuomas Epeiston, Cheirman. 
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THE LAND REGISTRY MEMORANDUM ON BANKERS’ 
EQUITABLE MORTGAGES, BY DEPOSIT OF LAND 
CERTIFICATE. 

Tus increasing amount of the land annually brought the register 

oun ae misunderstanding that has sphnuabedir quate ap t the effect 

table , make it desirable that the 
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Pe an practice with regard to unregistered land is understood to be as 
‘ollows :— 

1. In the case of a small loan—say, under £2,000—required for an urgent 
business purpose—the customer being well known and fully trusted—the 
bank usually make the advance for three months or so on a mere 
deposit of title , Without legal advice, provided it appears from the 
documents that the land has been conveyed absolutely to the applicant. 
In these cases the transaction takes less than a quarter of an hour. If an 
extension of the loan be afterwards required, another three months or so 
will be allowed. The transaction is essentially one of confidence, and 
where the land is in a register county (Middlesex or Yorkshire) the register 
is not searched (except by a few banks), in spite of the obvious theoretical 
risks incurred by the omission, nor (as a general rule) is any memorandum 
placed on the register, unless or until the loan seems likely to become 
permanent. 

2. Where a larger or more permanent loan is required a lawyer is 
invariably consulted, and in most cases a mortgage deed is required. If 
the land be in a register county the register is searched, and an entry of 
the mortgage or memorandum is mate upon it. A number of days— 
more or less, according to circumstances—is always occupied, and more or 
less of mse is necessarily incurred. Often a re; examination of 
title is insisted on. 

The corresponding practice under the Land Transfer Act is as follows : 

1. Under circumstances of confidence, as stated in the first case above, 
the deposit of a land certificate under section 81 of the Act, with a signed 
authority to search the register, would be equally satisfactory, if not 
more so, owing to the superior clearness and brevity of the document. 
By analogy to the existing practice in Middlesex and Yorkshire, no search 
or entry on the ister would in these cases be made, as the mere 
existence of the Bae ees renders any attempt at fraud too dangerous to 
be undertaken. If desired, however, full protection is readily attainable 
at an almost nominal cost. 

2. Under the circumstances stated in case 2 above, the registry system 
offers a better security to the banker and inflicts less cost and delay on the 
borrower than the usual mode of conveyancing. The land certificate can 
be compared with the register nm a few hours, or, if the parties are at a 
distance, in course of post. If a regular mortgage be required it can 
be made out at once, and registered in a day, at one-fifth of the cost of an 
ordinary examination of title. If an equitable charge be relied on it can 
be protected on the register by an ‘‘inhibition,’”? made summarily on the 
owner’s and banker’s application, for a fee of £1. 

In either case, if the land is registered with possessory title, the deeds 
prior to registration would for some time have to be produced also, and, 
where thought necessary, duly examined. 

Land Registry, 6 Nov., 1893. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Orpex or Covsr. ¢ 
Friday, the 10th day of November, 1893. 
I, Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, 
do hereby transfer the action of ‘‘ Aron Salomon v. A. Salomon & Co. 
(Limited) and another’’—(1893—S.—No. 3,633)—from the Honourable 


Mr. Justice North to the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams. 
Herscuz11, 0. 





Orper or Court. ° 
Monday, the 13th day of November, 1893. 
I, Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, 
do hereby transfer the matter of ‘‘ The United States Gold Placers (New) 
Co. (Limited)” from Mr. Justice Kekewich to Mr. Justice Vaughan 
Williams. Herscug11, C. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Wriu1am Mansy, solicitor, who died at Tettenhall, Staffordshire, 
on the 25th of October, in his eighty-fifty year, was for several years 
before his retirement from actual practice the doyen of the legal pro- 
fession in Wolverhampton. Coming from an old Norfolk family, he was 
born at East Rudham, in August, 1809, and served his articles with 
Messrs. Kent & Wateon, of Fakenham, and Messrs. Clowes, Orme, & 
Wedlake. Soon after his admission in 1833 he came’ to Wolverhampton 
with a view to partnership with Messrs. Holyoake & Robinson, but subse- 
quently commenced business on his own account, and soon afterwards took 
into partnership the late Mr. John Hawksford, father of Mr. J. E. 
Hawksford, of Saunders, Hawksford, & Co. This partnership was, how- 
ever, dissolved in April, 1849, and from that time till November, 1883, 
when he retired from , Mr. Manby carried on business in Wol- 
verhampton alone, and in partnership with his sons. Mr. Manby was for 
half a egy 4 @ well-known figure in legal life in and outside Wolver- 

. was one of the old township commissioners before the 
sg orem of the of Wolverham; in 1849, and in 1845 he 
was by one vote Mr. Uridah in the contest for the 
ey ee old of Requests or Small Debt Court at Wolver- 


p to the date of his death he was one ‘of the trustees of the 





meta - 


— * em ee ee —_ Pm rh hw 


ae em aA. mh a 


et nee a eee oe me a SA oe ee. 








Nov. 18, 1893. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 











Waianeeiin po apeene and was chairman and director of several 
local companies e was mainly instrumental in the establishment of the 
Wolverhenapton New Gas Co., and in the institution <> the ca vem 
ton Law Association and Law. Library, and was pro 

for many of the leading families and businesses in Pr volverhass 

of Mr. Manby’s sons, Mr. A. M. Manby, still carries on the tp 
Manby & Son at Wolverhampton, and another is Mr. H. L. Manby, the 
Chancery barrister. 


Mr. Cuantes Matusw Crops, C.B., died on the 4th inst. He practised 
as a solicitor from 1839 to 1858, but subequently entered as a student at 
the Inner Temple, and was called to the bar in 1862. He was solicitor to 
the War Office from 1858 to 1876, and legal secretary to the War o 
ment from 1876 to 1880. He was the author of works on ‘‘ The itary 
Forces of the Crown, their Administration and Government,’’ ‘‘ The 
Administration of Justice under Military and Martial Law,’’ and 
** Memorials of the Guild of Merchant Taylors.’ 


The late Mr. Cuantes Burrows, solicitor, who died on the teuiath inst., at 
his residence, 6, Craven-hill-gardens, Bayswater, - ~ the 
of his age, was the son of the late Mr. George oti gg | 
F.R.C.P., by his marriage with Sophia, dunglaer. of f Mn Thomas Sue 
He was born on the 5th of November, 1807, and was a brother of the late 
Sir George Burrows, M.D., Bart. He was admitted a solicitor in 
Michaelmas Term, 1829, and was appointed to the office of registrar of the 
Marylebone County Court (which appointment he held for a time in con- 
junction with that of the Brompton and Brentford County Courts) shortly 
pve its establishment, and held the office for forty-five years till his 

th. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Kennetu Mure Macxenziz, Q.C., Principal Secretary in the Lord 
Chancellor’s Department, has been made a Companion of the Bath. 


Mr. Samvet Haz, Q.C., and Mr. Henry Wincu, Q.C., have been 
elected Benchers of the Honourable Society of the Middle Temple, in 
succession to the late Mr. Morgan Lloyd, Q.C., and the late Mr. Herbert 
Saunders, Q.C. 


Mr. Bastt Lane, barrister-at-law, has been a 
for the Presidency of ws in the place of 
resigned that office. 


se Advocate-General 
F. L. Latham, who has 





GENERAL. 


The Times says that Sir John Campbell Allen, Chief Justice of New 
Brunswick, has had a stroke of paralysis. 


According to the Times of Thursday, the President of the Institute of 
Bankers, Mr. Bolitho, M.P., delivered an inaugural address, in which he 
referred, among other subjects, to the Land Transfer Bill, but we have 
not yet been able to obtain any report of his remarks. 


The Solicitor-General is reported to have made a singular remark in the 
House of Commons on Wednesday. According to the Times he said that 
**the money would be paid to the infant at once if he were of full age and 


able to give a receipt.” 

At the Exeter Assizes, on the common om ey being yes ns at the end 
of the assizes, a juryman said he desired , on behalf of self and the 
other jurymen, to thank Mr. Justice Hawkins for his learned directions to 
them in the various cases, and for the leniency and consideration he had 


shewn towards the prisoners. 


At the Central Criminal Court on Tuesday the Recorder observed that a 
practice had grown up in that court of prisoners up written 
statements in their defence. He thought it was undesirable that prisoners 
should do so, as he considered that it was better that they should say what 
they had to say in open court, where the public could hear them. 


A correspondent draws our attention to the follo advertisement 
from a Bristol paper, which appears to afford a prophetic vision of the 
functions of the country solicitor in case the Bill should 
ever become law :—‘‘ Property Owners.—Gentleman, holding Law Society 
certificates, collects rents, secures good tenants ; commission ; agreements 
prepared free. » Bristol.’’ 


Lord Justice Lindley, says a correspondent, in giving judgment in the 
Court of Appeal in the case of The Industrial and General Trust (Limited) v. 
South American and Mexican Co., said that ‘‘ there were assets of the 
defendant company which, as a matter of business, could not easily be 
realized by anyone who was not in éouch with the debenture-holders.”” By 
a curious coincidence, the gentleman whom the debenture-holders desired 
to have appointed as receiver bore the appropriate name of Touch. 


In his reply to the deputation on Wednesday Lord Herschell said: ‘‘ I 
say there are amongst many of those whom you fo av an idea 

that the Lord Chancellor fills an a sped ya salary. I 
wish I could convey to them some icture of Lp his date et 
before he enters into this work at ail. en Parliament is ws waaay. four 
days in the week, I have to sit the whole day here judicial] 
often another day at the Privy Council; and, then, whilst Perlament 
sitting, I am occupied here d the whole of the afternoon. 
time when I come in the morning till evening I have not a yo 
unoccupied. I am occupied with my secretaries whilst I am eating my 





lunch, and very often receive deputations when a be je | mony ef 
Iam ‘engaged with my eecretaries whilst I am dressing 
tor the purpose of attending the House of Lords, and it is very often the 





that I am at work till six o'clock in often onn- 
siderably later fing that ne T have bo Gtovess every com 





COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota ov Recwsraans 1x ATrexpaNce on 

















Date ArrgaL Count Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
+3 No. 2. " Norra. 
Mr. Pemberton 
Ward 
Feliecten 
Ward 
Mr. Justice 
Rouzs. - 
Mr. Farmer 
Rolt 
Farmer 
Rolt, 
Farmer 
Rolt 
STAMMERERS of all ages, and children should read 


years. Post-tre for 


i 
ii 


thirteen stamps 
Willesden-lane, 
To “oy ameaeters Soo 


Waarine 
a house have the Sani examined 
e Mstsralogeal Othe, Vidor be 


Weatanlastes (i ase Voom tat Go eae 
BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTH. 
Daneeman,—Tiee. 14, at Lee, Kent, the wife of Ernest Frederic Debenham, solicitor, of a 
MARRIAGE. 
Reareyne asipegeene De Heypgn.—Nov. + | Maly Teigity Cnech 


ugessen, of 
Helena ng ee pe Heyden, second daughter of the late 
Brunningen, Imperial Councillor, of Vienna. 








tambtrabion ss 
von Flach. 


DEATHS. 
Bucxiey-Harmes.—Nov. 10, at Fernielee, Leamington, of pneuntionia, John Buckley- 
Eywere——er 3, at 10, Pembridge Villas, W., William Hastings Lawson, barrister-at- 
Rows Nov. 2, at his residence, Fysche Hall, Knaresborough, Charles Powell, solicitor. 








— 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Futpay, Nov. 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luoorep m Caavorrr. 





-| Breprorp Park Srores, Lawrep are required, on or before Dec 9, to send their 
names and and of their debts or claims, to Miss Eliza 
Richardson, 2, Bath Chiswick. Saunders & Co, solors for 
Biap’s SwaziLaxp Coxcessiox, Leureen— San oe we, semaine Now directed 
to be h on Nov 22. Morley & Co, 538, ¢ map gat 
otice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not than 6 o in the 
afternoon of Nov 21 


Hauirax ene Exectaic Lieut axp Powsr Co, are or 
before Dec 2» rrantantanncneeBestre or 
claims, to W: Dearnley Taylor, Townhall bidgs, efi cline 


a... liqui idator on 
DERS’ Srocx AND Prey Trvst, 
conse Reece sp Sains Seeen Leper ane ar eas ee oe 


C, Boulter saat Mackworth B. Preed, a3, Old Brood ot 


J B Watsart, Liurreo—Peta for Nov 7, directed to 
Wavhhaad at the Gourt house, Lichfield oh, Walsall of Dee at Ik, Ginter & On Dar. 
laston, solors for Notice of appearing must Se caodk tae aberennal aan tale 
than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Dee 6 


Ryopee eee a = by an legate PT 2 Francis William 


Patace Tueatne, er a tee ll a omy 

on Nov 22. aye ~ KS «x 

oT alte Fn RS Sy Lente a 
8. M. Mnsep 5 Bos, & tarda ef hansen oe 


ae eee an, tee 
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Stock anv Suare Broxtxc Conroratiox, Luotrep—North, J., has, by an order dated Aug 
V7, Arthur Goddard, St. George’s House, Eastcheap, to to be official liquidator 
Syxee’s abet ee Fue. Economizer Co, Linrren—C: 

Dee 18, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of “their ‘debts or claims, to 
nt Joseph Graham, 77, King st, Manchester. Hinde & Co, Manchester, solors for 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lamitep 1x CHANCERY. 


Fiona Laxp axp Mortoace Co, Liurrep—Petn ~ wales up, presented Nov 8, 
to be heard on Nov 22. & Turner, Cannon st, solors for petner. 
Notice aon appearing must reach Sedieraaunal not 4 than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 








of Nov 21 
H. Maven & Co, Liurtrep—Petn for P ted Nov 9, directed to be heard on 
Nov 22. London wall, et - nae cee. Notice of appearing must reach the 


, 46, 

not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Nov 21 

R, A. Suarr Co. yy are required, on or before Dec 15, to send their 
names and and particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Price, 12, 
Great George st, Liverpool. Yates & Co, Liverpool, solors for liquidator 

Texsy Pier anv xo Powe aD, Loutep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 12, to 

Garver endl Seen Modguen, T fd, Mocugete. “om wer ebb 4 Aas 

‘ower oorga! » Tower rs, Moorgate, 
solor for liquidators 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Cuiat, 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Nov. 3. 
Forser, Geonce Eanest, —_ and Mineral Water Manufacturer Dee 5 
Sandland v Furber. ckton, Maidston 


aa, Burcnatt, Wanninster, “Wilts Dec4 —, v Benett-Stanford, Kekewich, J 


Co, Surrey st, Strand 
Vagtey, Tnomas Wiuam, | Deby, Auctioneer Dec2 Oram v Varley, Registrar, 
Manchester Beaumont, Manc 


London Gazette. ane EspaY, Nov. 
eee Flint, Millowner Dec 4 Roberts v Jones, Chitty,J Hope, 
Rosisox, Witt1am, Rumworth, Bolton, Provision Dealer Dec9 Robinson v Robinson, 
Boorr, Masraa, Liverpool Dec5 Scott v Scott, Registrar, Liverpool Entwistle, Liver- 


London Gazette.—Faipay, Nov. 
bee 5 Arnold v Hayley, North, 


’ 


Har.ey, Axprew Burrer, st, Piccadilly, 
3” Crawley & Co. Whitehall place woe 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
Lontion Gazette.—Fripay, Nov. 3. 
mn, Gzonce, Penge, Surrey, Gent Nov 27 Coward, Moorgate st 
a Ayprew Buytixe, Matlock Cliff, co Derby, Stone Merchant Nov 24 Potter, 
Cranks, Epwarp, enchurch st, Export Bottled Beer Merchant Dec 1 Cousins & 
Crzave, Tuomas, New Windsor, retired Farmer Dec 12 Darvill & Last, New Windsor 
Crosz, Saran, Cardiff Dec 11 Downing & Handcock, Cardiff 
Davis, Josern are A oe place, Kensington, Gent 
Tay 6s inn 

Doves, ene a LapDier, Leteombe Regis, Berks Dec 3 Birch, Thame 
Faatey, Sauvet, Lordship rd, Stoke Newington,Gent Dec 15 Pilley, Bedford row 


Jan3 Thompson & 


’ Penovsos, Axxz, Whitley, Northumbrid Dec1 Mather & Co, Newcastle upon Tyne 


on or before | 





) 








Forsytn, Susan Exizasera, Westbourne st, Hyde Park Dec 11 Dixon & Co, Savoy 


iinet tees rid Maidstone, Esq Dec1 Stenning, Maidstone 

Hecur, Purr, Steel’s rd, Haverstock Hill, Esq Nov 20 Styer, Threadneedle st 
Hewuixes, Stuart Antuony, Capel rd, Harlesden Dec 4 Newland, Duke st, Adelphi 
Hitt, Cuarntes Water, Clapham, Sussex, Farmer Dec1 Waugh, Haywards Heath 
Hopasox, Epwaxp, St Helens, retired Farmer Nov 27 Thompson, Lancaster 
Hotroyp, Berry, Marsden, nr Huddersfield Nov 20 Armitage & Sykes, Huddersfield 
Hook, Saran, Langford, Beds Deci4 Smith, Sandy 

onsen, Resecca, Freemantle, co Southampton Dec 4 Hedgecock & Ducker, Man- 


ester 
Jeune, Booon, Fiamatent, Kent, Gent Dec18 ‘Watts & Habershon, Chancery lane and 
wii 
Jorpvan, Joun, Leamington, Esq Dec15 Jordan & Davies, Frederick’s place, Old Jewry 


‘Leake, Mantua, Hereford Dec 30 Bythway & Son, Pontypool 


Leow, Frank Paruir, Westbourne terrace, Hyde Park, Esq Dec 22 Montagu, Bucklers- 
Loovow, | Rosent Vincent, Scarrington, Notts, Farmer Dec 5 Thorpe & Perryy, 


ol 
Mason, James, Broad lane, Hampton, Gent Jani Brighten & Lemon, Fenchurch st 
Mrrcue.t, ELeanor, Jarrow,co Durham Dec20 Stobo & Livingston, Newcastle upon 


e 
ae. Joszpn Barrow, Kensington gardens sq, Esq Dec 2 Markby & Co, 


leman st 
Newserer, Exizasetu, Kenton st, Brunswick sq Nov 30 Goren & Tapp, South Molton st 
PHi.irs, Jeune Jouy, Norlands villas, Goose green, East Dulwich Nov 20 Bridger, 


ea 
Porton, Tavens, Lask Edge, Horton, Staffs, Farmer Dec1 Heaton & Son, Burslem 
Power. Amy, Richmond rd, Paddington Dec 5 Alderson & Son, King’s Bench walk, 
T 


‘emple 
Raitston, James Jonny, Newcastle upon Tyne, Barrister at Law Dec 31 Ridley, Newcastle 


Rastet, Canen Chadbury, Worcs, Gent Jani Byrch & Cox, Evesham 

Suarp, Esruer Green, Redhill, Surrey Dec19 Head & Co, Reigate 

Suort, Marrua, Pallion,co Durham Dec1 Graham & Shepherd, Sunderland 

et Fe satge ot Epwakrp, Coniger rd, Parsons Green, Bachelor Dee 12 Sherry, Raymond 
s inn 


Suissons, JosEPH, Barnetby le Wold, Lincs, Innkeeper Dec9 Freer & Co, Brigg 
Surrn, wt ctod Frepenicx Georce, Market pl, High rd, Leytonstone Nov 15 Timbrell, 


SouTHam, Many Sarr, Chorlton cum Hardy, Manchester Decl Spafford, Manchester 
Srorey, Roserr, Littleport, Isleo Ely, Farmer Nov 30 Mellor, Downham Market 
Sutton, Exrex, Winson green, Birmingham Dec 24 Coley & Coley, Birmingham 


Taree, ps 4 mag topes Pulteney st, Shaftesbury avenue, Provision Merchant Dec 
ee i. CWiamen Shasten. upon Hull, Printer Decl Gardam, Hull 

Torrix, W11114m, Silloth, Cumbrid, Gent Dec1 Wright & Brown, Carlisle 

Warren, Mary Extza, Edgbaston Dec 23 King & Ludlow, Solihull and Birmingham 
Wasnsovrne, Susay Cuapsory, Gloucester Dec 31 Washbourn & Son, Gloucester 
Wartsox, Gawn, Hawkshead, Lancs,Gent Decl Pritchard & Sons, Gracechurch st 
Wetcn, Sotomon, Hunt End, Worcs, Needle Manufacturer Dec2 Browning, Redditch 
Wuirttey, Joux Wappixertoy, Halifax, Gent Dec15 Boocock, Halifax 

Wasegs,} > eens Bristol, Mineral Water Manufacturer Nov 30 Pillers & Pershouse, 


Woop, Wiiu1am, Rochdale Dec1 Looker, Rochdale 
Wen ee Bomrorp, Grove rd, Ealing, Gent Dec 2 Danger & Cartwright, 








| McLazex, C W, 8t Leonard’s on Sea, G: B , & 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. cLaRex mew Si . reengrocer | Barrsoy, Case Bradford, atage Nov 17 at 11 Off 


Tow, 


London Gazette.—Fuipar, Nov. 10. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Avrtros, Jons, Walsall, Harness Furniture Manufacturer | 
‘Walsall Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov 4 

Batpwts, Jons Cuarizs, Stroud Green rd, Linen Draper 

Court Pet Nové Ord Nov6é 

Bere, rnp, St Bride st, a Merchant High 
Court Pet Oct 5 Ord Nov 

Catzk, Wittiax De Wicpe, Pall. Mall, Army Accoutrement 
Maker High Court Pet Oct 5 Ord Nov7 

ae gum Derby, Grocer Derby Pet Nov8 | 

Coon, as, W » Wyke Regis, Widow Dorchester Pet Nov 

Cow xe, ig Wellingborough, Grocer Northampton 
Pet Oct 21 ‘Ord Nov 4 - 

Evaxs, Joux, Oswestry, Saddler Wrexham Pet Nov 8 
Ord Nov 8 


Garpox ‘% oo Eg Desetaghe, Clock Jobber Barn- 
lov 6 
Gaus Josern, Evesham, Maker Worcester Pet Nov7 


ov7 
Hauterrt, Josern, Sutton, Surrey, Oil Merchant Croydon 
18 Ord Nov7 
Hametis, Janes, Somerset, Butcher Frome 
Pet Oct 27 Ord Nov 


Hazsts, Isaac Jacos, Bradford, Tailor Bradford Pet 
Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Hazatsoyx, Joaxxa Josnrusye, ent, Club Pro- 
Windsor Pet Oct 17 Ord Nov 
Howsos, Groner, Scunthorpe, Lincs, Fish Merchant 
Great Grimaby Pet NovsS Ord Novs 
Tuouas, Caerleon, Mon (Hg aig Newport, Mon 
6 Ord Nové 


ov 
| Mitis, Georce Ernraim, Northam Licensed Victualler 
Northampton Pet Nov7 Nov7 
| Moszs, Joseru, Mile End rd, Tailor High Court Pet 


Oct 13 Ord Nov 8 
Ossorne, J G, Lincoln's inn pam, Accountant High 
Court Pet Oct4 Ord Nov 
her A.rnep, Bath, Coceuier Bath Pet Nov7 Ord 
ov7 
| Ransnorres, Epwis, ty Athletic Outfitter Liver- 
I Oct 26 Ord Nov 


Reavitt, oo R, Boh erambulator Manufac-- 
turer Birmingham Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Reyxo. ~ Eowarp, St Neots, Hunts, Gent Bedford Pet 
Oct 12 Ord Nov7 

Ricnes, Siaenie Hewry, Friar st, cr Grocer 
High Court Pet Oct 27 Ord Nov 

Buasee, Heseyv, Bristol, Stationer Bristol Pet Nov 1 Ord 
Yov 6 

Rosixsox, Josern, Lymm, Cheshire, Hay Dealer Warring- 
ton Pet Nov8 8 


Ord Nov 
ee ot Lewis, Accountant Birmingham 


8: Ar a wg + Lodgi House Keeper 
MITH, THUR, 
Scarborough Pet Nov5 Ord Nov y 


on, hg = Leicester, Baker Leicester Pet 


Sorre., Jauus, Godfrey st, Chelsea, Builder h Court 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 et 

Srory, Jous, 
Novs8 Ord 

Tuomas, Waiter Sass, Melinerythan, nr Neath, Grocer | 
Neath Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Warwick, Joux Atrrzep, Barmouth, 
Fruit Dealer Pet Nov 7 Ord Nov 7 

Watkins, James, Fence! st, Tug Owner High Court 

w Pet Oct .. et. 

geTenman, Evizanetu, Wortley, Leeds, General Dealer 

Leeds Pet Nov7 Ord ag 2d 


Wiswiams, Isaac, t Inn, Aberd 
Licensed Vi Aberdare Pet Nov 7 Ord 
‘ov 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Batowrs, Jonx Cuanizs, Stroud Seven 28, Linen Denger 


| Basron , eke st John's Carel ane, Green- 
grocer Bankruptey 


Nov 17 at 12 Carey st 














Brewer, p Ben Newbury, Berks, Bootmaker Nov 17 at 
8 Off , 95, — eae s Moy 

Browy, James Fannix, The Vicarage, Harold, 
Clerk in Holy Orders Nov 17 at 10 ont Ree, 2, Offa 


Carrer, Gzorcz WatrTer, , Bootmaker Nov 24 


at 9 ry 
Cocains, James, Trowbridge, Licensed Victualler Nov 22 
at 3.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Dagut my" Wituram, Chesterton, — Nov 17 at 
11.15 Off Rec, Newcastle 


under L; 
ak 4 Witiiam, at.. Builder’s Dec 14 at 
1.30 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 
Tree yard, St James’s, 
Nov 20 at 12 kruptey bldgs, Carey st 
Fry, Geonce Westey, Newnort, I W, Boot Maker Nov 
20 at 2.30 19, Quay st, Newport, 1 W 
Gispows, Wiiu1am, Hartfield, Sussex, Land Steward 
Nov i7at12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 
Gitpart-Saitn, J W, t’s Park Novi7ati2 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, 
Decli4at2 Ex- 


Carey 
coe, Groree, Burnley, Blacksmith 
Hotel, Nich 
iLuiaM C, —. Licensed Victualler Nov 21 


olas st, Burnley 
igs, Carey 
court, Kensington, Builder Nov 20 


Faucener, Ausert E, A 
Builder 


Gaerne, 
at 12 
| ams, —— Chi 


, Cumbrid, Innkeeper Carlisle Pet | | Hanne’. 3. ie. ie Jacon Bradford, Tadlor Nov 2latil Off 


Hannisox, Tuomas, Bootle Nov 21 at 3 Off Rec, 35, 


} Victoria st, 
Merionethshire, | Havens, 3 Witam, Bextra, Norfolk, Chemist Nov 18 
1 


Ree, 8, King at, Norwich 

Ba. a dy D y, Tob Nov 17 at 3 
Off . Bank chm Batley 

Ho.tnoyp, Surcusvrs. Shepley, nr — 4 Publican 
Nov 17 at 11.30 Off Rec, 6, Queen st, H udderstield 

Hoop, The Hon Atrrev Nxwsow, Brabant ct, Philpot lane, 

Wine a Nov 17 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


Carey 

Howanp, Wit11am, Eccleston, Lancs, Farmer Nov 22 at 2 
0 Victoria st, Liv 

Hur.ow, Witten, ise, 1, Gay Foeneree, paeme, Shephaepes Nov 
18 at 11 rthen 

| James, Cane es 4g ns Herefordshire, 





graces 


3 Pet 


eee 











can 


ibe, 
igs, 


at 2 
Nov 


ire, 
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Brick Manufacturer Nov 17 at 10.15 Off Rec, 2, Offa 

st, Hereford 

Joxes, Jonx, A’ Collier Novi7at3 Off Rec, 65, 
High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

KIRKLAND, Fate Derby, Newspaper Clerk Nov 17 at 
12 Off Rec ‘ames’s Pron ny 

LiEBMANN, Epw arp, Vernon chmbrs, Southampton row, 
thine Caney ae Noy 21 at2.30 Bankruptcy 

LLEWELLY 77 Jou, Pontypridd, Fireman Nov 20at3 Off 
Ree, 65, h st, Marth r Tydfil 

Lior», James ALrrep, Tenby, Tailor Nov17at11 Bank- 
ruptecy bldgs, Carey st 

LonobDERX, Hexey, , Me Butcher Nov 17 at 3 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, "Manchester 

MaRrkwELt, ALBERT, Minories, Grocer Nov 21 at ll 
Bankru bldgs, Carey st 

Mayyarp, Enos, nr Devizes, Blacksmith Nov 
22 at 3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

ans, RicHarp, Riverview, Stapleton, new oh Nov 22 at 

Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, B 

iieame Wituam F, Bath Nov 22 at 1.15 oe Rec, Bank 
chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Morean, Atsert Hatt, Hereford, Chemist Nov 17 at 10 
off Ree, ‘a st, Hereford 

Morcay, Groner, 7 and 8, Gt Winchester st, Director 
Nov 28 at 1115 Court house, Luton 

Pixe, Stonzy Cuartes Griisert, Winton, Hampshire, 
Draper Nov 18 at 12.30 Off Rec, Salisbury 

Purrock, —— Deacon st, Walworth, a Nov 
20at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 

RiGcuTon,  e., Clifton, Stationer Nov 22at3.45 Off 
Ree, ‘Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Roseats, Bertiz, W, Albany st, bere pk Nov 23 
atil Bankruptcy bldgs, Garey st 

Ruppie, James Sxeate, Avebury, Calne, Wilts, Farmer 
Nov . 4 at 12.30 The Castle and Ball Hotel, Marl- 
boroug 

Born, Lewis, Manchester, Hat Beeetactone Nov 

Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st st, Manches 

PD 4-4 “nan James, Kin d rd, Undertaker Nov 
17 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Onnee a 

Sxiprpex, James pats ony Great Yarmouth, Bricklayer 
Nov 18 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwi 

Suite, Wituiam Henry, Leicester, er Nov 17 at 12.30 
18) 


Berridge st, Leicester 
Smitn & Dacury, Banbury, Drapers Novi18at12 Bank- 


ruptcy bldgs, ‘Carey st 

Witp, Eowarp eon oe sq Nov 2atil Bank- 
rupte¢ ee aw 

W118, Joun WESLEY. Bristol, Insurance A; -# por 22 
at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 

Winwanzp, Auexanper, Accrington, Consultin ~, 


Dec 6 at 1.30 County Court ho "3 Blackburn 
bee Herman, Greenwich, Jeweller "Nov 20 at 
11.80 Off Rec, 24, Railway app, London Bri 
ag ie Frepericx, James st, Oxford 
Builder Nov 20 at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Wriaenat, Wit11a4u, Leeds, Brush 
11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Browse, James Atrrep, Noble st, Impor‘er of Braids 
High Court Pet Nov2 Ord Novs 

PAR... +, Joun Tuomas, Chelsea, Builder High Court 
Ord Oct 18 Nov 6 

Crements, Frepericx, Derby, Grocer Derby Pet Nov 8 
Ord Novs 

Coie, Jouy, Tawstock, Devon, Farmer Barnstaple Pet 
Oct 17 Ord Nov7 

Cooxe, Mary, Wyke Regis, Widow Dorchester Pet Nov 
8 Ord Novs 

CopparD, MARSHALL, oa Heath, Saddler Brighton 
Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 4 

Foarp, Freprrick, Petworth, Sussex, Inukeeper Brighton 
Pet Oct 18 Ord Nov 8 

Fray, Grorce WeEs.LeEy, Newport, I W, Shoemsker Newport 
Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Gaypon, Frank ate. Barnstaple, Clock Jobber Barn- 
staple Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 6 

Gisss, Atetrt Row.anp, Bristol, Grocer Bristul Pet 
Oct 20 Ord Nov8 

Gitt, Wittiam Rosert, and Isaser Jones, Fulham, 
Fancy Drapers High Court Pet Oct5 Ord Nové6 

GRINNELL, seeunt Evesham, Baker Worcester Pet Nov 

ov7 

Gurry, Samuen Hensert, Swansea, Builder Swansea 
Pet Oct 16 Ord Nov 6 

Harnzis, Isaac Jacop, Bradford, Tailor Bradford Pet 
Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Hitt, Henry, Croydon, Mason Croydon PetOct 31 Ord 


Nov 8 

Hitt, Erriz, Baker st, Dressmaker High Cuurt Pet 
Oct 9 Ord Nov8s 

Howarp, Witu14m, Eccleston, Lanes, Farmer Liverpool 
Pet Oct 16 Ord Nov7 

Howson, Georar, That Fish Merchant Gt Grimsby 
Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 

Jackson, Tuomas, Caerion, Mon, Draper Newport, Mon 
Pet Nové Ord Nov6é 

Jounston, Georor, Heeley, Yorks, Surgeon Derby Pet 
Nov7 Ord Novs 

Kink Lanp, WiLL1AM, Derby, Newspaper Clerk Derby Pet 
Novs Ord Nov 

Lievesiey, Joun, Malpas, Cheshire, Farmer Nantwich 
Pet Nov2 Ord N 

Marrnews, Aurrep, Fassett rd, Dalston High Court Pet 
Oct 14 Ord Nov 7 

Marruews, Farpericx, 8t Mary Church, Devonshire, 
Builder Exeter Pet Oct4 Ord ag 

Martow, Grorce Henny, Mansfiel -) ah Store- 
k Nottingham Pet Nov 7 “ond 

Marxwew., Atpeat, Minories, Grocer High Court Pet 
Nové Ord Novs8 

Maxrtin, Faepenicx, Grenville st High Court Pet May 
20 Ord Nov7 

Manos, Ric Seeman, Teer View, Stapleton, Baker Bristol 

Nov 8 

ede, Owen byes Cumbrid, Stationer 

Cockermouth Pet Oct 


Ord Nov 8 
Migue.., Epwix, Three B 
Tunbridge Wells 


ufacturer No ov 17 at 


Bridges, Sussex, General Dealer 
Pet Oct 81 Ord Nov 7 





Mow, Groner on Pet No Licensed Victualler 
lov7 Nov7 

Seaman Kentish Town rd, Butcher High 
Court Bept 30 Nov 6 

eo Bath, Carpenter Bath Pet Nov7 Ord 

‘ov 
a Bootle, Draper Liverpool Pet Oct 24 
‘ov 

Pinve.t, Dante, Leteombe Berks, Baker Oxford 
Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 moo, 

Price, Tuomas Davis, Fore st, Woollen Merchant High 
Court Pet Octi8 Ord Nové 


Reavitt, ARTHuR, 5 bulator 
facturer Nov7 Ord Novs 
Ricutox, Henry 
the employ of 


Stationer and Bookseller, and in 
= the Post Office Bristol Pet Novi Ord 
rad 


Rosixson, Josern, Lymm, Cheshire, Hay Dealer War- 
in Pet Nov Ord Nov 8 

Rorrern, Epvcar Francis, 2, Marlborough mansions, 

Sor, cant Agee High Court Pet Oct 11 

‘ov 

Sxipren, James Jonatuan, Gt Yarmouth, Bricklayer Gt 

. Lag Pet Novi no dh a . x 

mitn, Arrnur, Scarborough, jouse Kee 
Pet Nov6 Ord Nov6 Oe v 
ae J iT Chelsea, Builder High Court Pet Nov 
ov7 


eine, “Fou, me gy Cumbrid, Innkeeper Carlisle 
Pet Nov 8 Novs8 

Tuomas, yee, Semana, dy, Radnor, 7 ph in Holy Orders 

4 Ord Nov 

onan ee poly J aD, ae Neath, Grocer 
Neath Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Warwick, Jouyn ith, 
Dealer Aberystwith Pet Nov6 Ord Nov7 

Watkins, James, 121, Fenchurch st, Tug Owner High 
Court Pet Oct 16 Ord Nov 8 

Westey, t ~* Joun, Ashford, Brewer Canterbury Pet 


Witiiams, Isaac. 2 ~ ie Licensed Victualler Aberdare 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 


London Gazette—Turspay, Nov. 14. 
ORDERS. 
AcKROYD % i Coal Merchant Bradford 
Pet Nov 11 Ord 
Atcock, Grorex bel Great Yarmouth, Butcher 
* Sa Pet Novil Ord Nov il 
wson, Henny ALEXxaxper, Harrogate, Clothier Leeds 
Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10" 
Burros, Grorcr Arraur, and Atsert Burroy, Hanley, 
Cabinet Makers Hanley Pet Oct 20 Ord Nov 10 
Cue Ley Stourton, Som, Farmer Salisbury 
‘ov 


rd Nov 9 
Cooxsox, Emaa, _ Boat, Wakefield Wakefield Pet 
Colas Oaeaeee 5 alay, Austral st, Lambeth, Spinaer 
SCORAN, ey st, 
High Court Ord Nov 9 
CroaD, GrorGE Aceves, Stoke Golding, Grocer Leicester 
Pet Nov 8 Nov 
Deapsre, James, Shemeld, Licensed Victualler Sheffield 
Pet Oct 23 Ord Nov 9 
me. oaed Hewry, Leicester, Commercial Traveller 
. ag wd gh Ord Nov'6 i Vek 
VANS, THOMAS, ey my Pembroke, Licensed ualler 
Carmarthen Pet 8 Ord Nov 
rae Gageren, © Dolgelly, Grocer ‘Aberystwith Pet Oct 
ov 
Partuonre, Hisar Joun, East Dereham, Labourer Nor- 


t Nov 11 Ord Nov 11 

ee? 5 Rotherham, Grocer Sheffield Pct Nov 9 

Gwywye, Davin a Nov” Swansea, Painter Swansea 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

—_ ~\ Epyru, Park St James’s, Spinster High 


et Oct 9 ler 10 
Hesse, L, & Co, Basinghall st High Court Pet Oct 24 
Ord Noy 10 


Hopesoy, Suirn Pranxerp, 5 pe Yarn Agent 
ottingham Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 

Hocartu, A G, Lime st, Sanamiaion Ageat High 
Court Pet Oct 10 aoe oe 10 

Joux, Steruen, Penffordd, Narberth, Farmer Pem- 
broke Dock’ Pet Nov 8 Ord Nov 10 

Keraiper, Martin Epmonps, Gt Yarmouth, Draper Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Nov 11 Nov ll 


Kwient, Annis wy ton, Dealer in Fancy Goods 
Brighton 


17 Gnd Nov 6 
Kou.peck, ‘toe ye i Finsbury vement, Coal 
Merchant High Court Pet Oct iY Nov il 


by, Baker Derby Pet Nov9 Ord 


me. wig Cuarves, Folkestone,Gamekeeper Canterbury 
Pet Novil Ord Nov 11 

Mityer, Roserr Witttam, Newcastle on T Oil 
_— Newcastle on Tyne Pet Nov 11 Ord 
‘ov 


Morais, Joun Duane, Holyhead, Grocer Bangor Pet 
Novil Ord Nov 11 
een Shewen, nr Neath, Grocer Neath Pet Nov 


stag nn ArrTaU: st, Wakefiel 
rant, Regent a 10 Ord Nov 10 
. 5 Urrox, Bedford row, 
Court Pet Oct 19 Grd Nov 9 
Rust, Eowin a ae, Brewer Chelmsford Pet 
Nov 10 Nov 10 
Sauurrs, 4 dl. Tuomas Wi.uiam, Gravesend Rochester 
PetNov9 Ord Nov 9 


oenm. Beysamin Halitvx, Stone Merchant Halifax Pet 


Magee, s Geonas, 
Nov 


‘ovl0 Ord 
Tatuau & Co, “High pe Nettinghem, Lace 
Rephoes FS Pet Nov 9 Nov 9 
atson, Siprey —— Buckhurst Hill, Grocer 
Novs bra Nov 8 
J A Weaver & Sox, Swansea, W: Swansea Pet 
Novs ov 


8 
J » 
Wares. 3 amare, aaa, Lodging House Keeper 





Ya, ie Comat Fes Oo 
Bath’ Pet Novil Ord Nov 1l 


mer 3 ot oe Mor 91 aba Bank- 


Baker, 8. acces Ber os ae 


Beurenp, Jewry st, Provision lov ~s at ll 

est, GeorGe Provision Dealer Nov 
onthe tacos Mat 3. Of Ree, 
wot 1x, Joux, 


Dopwett, 


Croap, Groror 
Nov 23 at 12.30 Off Rec, Leicester 
ca Cunistoraer J ae Tanbiaee Wells, Up- 


holsterer Nov 31 at 11.30 34, 
don 





Harrison, Joux, 
10.30 
Hit, Herry, 





Hr 61, 
Howe avip Wituams, Pentrech nr Swansea, 
‘Mason ‘Alexandra rd, 


Nov 


22 at 12 Off Ree, 31, 


Swansea 
Hows, Watrer Joux, Ni Shoe Manufacturer 
Nov 22 at 12.90 bee Gee 


Jackson, THomas, 
ag ao 
Jouxstox, 8, Heeley, Yorks, Surgeon Mor st ab 2.30 


Off Rec, St James's Derby 
Jonns, Wittiam Faeperick, Heath, Worcs, Pro- 
vision Dealer Nov 24 at 11 23, Colmore row, Birming- 


ham 
ae ee ae yao ware Dealer Nov 


Latent V Bt. 


inn, Gatecendy Agent Nov 3 Nov 25 at 11.30 


Lows, i Builder "3 Nov 22atll Of 

“Reg eas el 
ov 

a, be samaschinbes, 5. 's Store- 

Nov 21 at 12 ain Oe Ree, St 's Church walk, 


N 
McLaay, 


master Nov 24 at 10.45 


Mien Epwrs, 
N 


ances, Lower Peover, nr Knutsford, School- 


Hotel, Crewe 
Three Bridges, Sussex, General Dealer 


at 11.30 24, Railway app, London bridge 


Moses, Joseru, Mile Bnd rd, Tailor Nov 22atil Bank- 


Nicwotis, Witiias AMI 
acne Nov 23 at 10.15 


Hi 


Oman 36, Lincoln's inn fields, Accountant Nov 22 at 
Oraiwes, ALrrep, 








ia eli 
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Nov 24 at 9 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canter- 


ti 

eS... Catherine st, Strand, Waiter Nov 23 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldge, Carey st 

Srory, Jonx, Longtown, Cumbrid, Innkeeper 
12 12, Lonsdale st, Carlisle 

Syxes, Bexsamix, Moor End, Halifax, Stone Merchant 
Nov 25at11 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Trotter, ALExanpeR, Selly Oak, Worcestershire, Draper 
Nov 22at 1 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Urstone, Wititam, Newport, Mon, Carpenter 
11 Off Ree, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, Mon 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Awucocsk, Grorce Happox, Great Yarmouth, Butcher 
Great Yarmouth Pet Nov11 Ord Nov 11 

Awysox, Henry Avexanvenr, Harrogate, Wholesale Clothier 
Leeds Pet Nov 10 Ord Noy 10 

Aves, Hexry Hosweon, Charing High 
Pet July 21 Ord Nov 10 

Cooxsoy, Euma, Bottom B rat, Wakefield, Widow Wake- 
field’ Pet Nov il Ord Nov 11 

Croapv, Grorce Avoustvs, Steke Goldinz, Leics, Grocer 
Leicester Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 8 

Dvrosz, Ricuarp Hexry, Leicester, ( 
Leicester Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 6 

Evans, Tuomas, Newport, Pembs, Licensed Victualler 
Carmarthen Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov s 


Nov 21 at 


Cross Jourt 


sommercial Traveller 


Fastnorrr, Henny Jons, East Dereham, Labourer Nor- 
wich Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov 11 

Garrett, Jonx, Swallow Nest, nr Rotherham, Grocer 
Sheffield Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 

Greaves, Bavce, Worksop Sheffie’d Pet Oct 2 Ord 
Nov 11 


Gwyxyz, Davin Puvastey, Swansea, Painter Swansea 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov? 

Hargisox, Tuomas, Boutle 
Nov 10 

Hopvasox, Samvet Praxxerv, Nottingham, Yarn Agent 
Néttingham Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 

Howarp, James Emerson, Lewi-ham rd 

Ord Nov 8 


Liverpool Pet Oct 12 Ord 


Greenwich Pet 


Kernivcz, Martix Epuoxps, Gt Yarmouth, Draper Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Novli Ord Nov ll 
Lwsrev, Wittiam Evprince, Mayfield, Sussex, Builder 


Tanbridge Wells P-t Nov 7 Ord Nov 10 


Marovuez, Georct, Derby, Baker Derby Pet Nov9 Ord 
Nov 9 
Masters, Cuarves, Folkestone,Gamekeeper Canterbury 


Pet Novil Ord Nov Il 
Mitxz, Jonx Howarth, Birchington. C'crk in Holy Orders 
uthamptn Pet Oct 12 Urd Nov 9 
Morris, Joux Cuarixs, Holyhead. Grocer 


Bang :r Pet 


Novll Ord Nov ll 
Mov te, Joux, Skewen, nr Neath, Grocer Neath Pet Nov 
S ovs 


Pepersex, F Qviat, Manchester, Commission Agent Man- 
chester Pet Oct 2 Ord Nov 10 

Porrtstoxs, Arruve, Wakefield, Commercial 
Wakefield Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

Putrocx, Cuanrves, Deacon st, Walworth, Dairyman High 
Court Pet Sept 30 Ord Nov 10 

Ricues, Wu. tram Hewry, Friar st, Blackfriars, 

Pet Oct 27 Ord Nov 10 

Rvet, Eowry James, Colchester, Brewer 
Novi0 Ord Nov 10 

Suits, Hereert Tuoxas Wirwiam, 
Rochester Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 

Mexborough, Y orks, 

Pet Sept 23 

Saker 


Traveller 


Grocer 
Chelmsford Pet 
Gravesend, Grocer 
Earthenware 


Ord Nov 11 
Leicester Pet 


Suits, Epwaxp, 
Manufacturer Sheffield 

Sarre, Wituiau Henny, Leicester, 
Nov3 Ord Nov3 

Sreze, Azssauam, Marlborough mansions, Victoria st, 
Builder High Court PetOct2 Ord Nov 10 

Szvxes, Bexsautx, Mount Tabor, Halifax, Stone Merchnt 

et Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

TaTruax & Co, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturers Notting- 

ham Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 


Taytor, Joux, Bury, Baker Bolton Pet Sept 29 Ord 
Nov 10 
Watson, Stosey Herrert, Buckhurst Hill, Grocer 
ord Pet Nov8 Ord Novs 
Wuus, Joux Wesizry, Bristol, Insurance Agent 
Bristol Pet Nov2 Ord Nov li 
Wixes, Watrer Witttsm, teitingten, late Dairyman 
Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 
Wirrams, Isaac, Newport, Mon, Coal Merchant Newport, 
Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 


Worrowrrscu, Heeruax, Greenwich, Jeweller Greenwich 


Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov 8 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
Nov. 90.—Messrs. R. J. Cottier & Hewpersox, at the 
Mart, ~ ap de ogee) Leasehold Properties (see adver- 
p-4 
Nov. 21.— My sb dead & Hanrpixe, at the Mart, E.C., 
at 2 o'clock, Reversions (sce advertisement, this week, 


p. 4). 
Nov. 21 and 22.—Messrs. Oaxcer Fisuer & Co., at the 


Mart, E.C., pe cee Leaschold Investinents (see 


week, p. 4 
Nov. 22.—Mesers. Eowis Fox & Boverm p, at the Mart, 


KC., at 2 o'clock, Freehold Estate (see advertisement, 
. 4, p. 17). 
—_* 3. —Mesers. Juxxen & Deut, at the Town Hall, 
Hove, Brighton, at 3 o'clock, Freehold Family Mansion 
(ese advertisement, this week, p- 4). 


ESSRS. ROBT. W. MANN & SON, 
SUBVEYORS, VALUERBS, 
AUCTIONEERS, HOUSE AND ESTATE AGENTS, 
Resr. W. Mass, F.S.1., Tuomas BR. Raxsoxu, F.S.1 
J. Bacenaw Marx, ¥.8.1L, W. H. Maxx), 

12, Lower Grosvenor-place, Eaton-square, 8.W., and 
32, Lowndes-street, Belgrave-square, 8.W. 





| country, by arrangement. Messrs. 





SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1893. 
\ ESSRS. DEBEN Ay. TEWSON, 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER beg to announce 
that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, Investments, 


| Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business 
| Building Tand, Ground-Rents, pSvomeens, Bs Reversion, 


held at the 


Stocks, a ‘and other 
Bank of 


AUCTIO T, Tokenhouse-yard, near the 


| England, in the City of London, as follows :— 
Nov 22 at | 


Tues., Dec. 5. 
Auctions can also be held on other days, in town or 
Debenham. 


Farmer, & Bridgewater undertake Sales and 
for Probate and other purposes, of Furniture, Pictures, 
Farming Stock, Timber, &c. 

DETAILED LISTS OF INVESTMENTS, Estates 
Sporting Quarters, Residences, Shops, and Business Pre- 
mises to be Let or Sold by private contract are published on 
the Ist of each month, and can be — Ks — 
Debenham, Tewson, Farmer, & ee 
Surveyors, and Valuers, 80, Cheapside, ren hes on, 7 rc 4 
phone No. 1,503. _ 





ree to Christmas. 
\ JEST END "RESIDENCES to be LET; 
certified drainage; Royal-crescent and Norland- 
square, Kensington; an appreciable ition and con- 
venient of access; rent £65-280.—Apply Estate Orricr, 
44, Royal-crescent, W. 





}SBBHOL .D and Leasehold Ground-Rents 

Wantec to Purchase.—Messra. Woops ng | requirind 
ze and small Lots for their regular buyers an 
applicants; also well-let Shop Properties an 


several la 
recent fres 


rip Building Land.- Offices, 13, Newgate-street. Estab- 
lished 1873. 
OUSE OWNERS, Trustees, Solicitors, 


and others.—Mr. T. G. Waanroyx, F.8.1., Estate 
Agent and Surveyor, gives special attention to the 
Management of small as well as large House Property, and 
is well versed in the — of local authorities (sanitary 
and others).—Offices, Basinghall-street, E.C., and 77, 
Albany- -road, ¢ ‘amberwe a. 





'RUST MONEYS.—To Solicitors, Trustees, 

and others who have Trust Moneys against first- 

class Securities, such as Freeholds and Leaseholds, in this 

country ; please state amount offered and interest required, 

whether on freehold, leasehold or otherwise.—M. Lrox, 
Mortgage Broker, Broad-street-avenue, London. B.C 


FFICES to be LET, at 17, Pall-mall 
East, 8.W.—Important new building ; spacious en- 
trance hall; wide, easy stairs; every convenience ; perfect 
sanitation ; gas and electric light laid on to each floor; ; rents 
£38, £48, £90, £130, and £300, inc’uding all rates and taxes. 
—Apply to How SEKEEPER On ER OD the premises. 


‘(.O LET.—Ground Floor and ‘good Ba: Base- 

ment Offices, with Strong Rooms, suitable fer Solici- 
tors and others, at No. 7, St. Martin’ s-place, Charing-cross ; 
all self-contained, and having private entrance; rent £200 
per annum, landlord paying all rates and taxes.—A ply 
J. D. Hossow, House Agent, 7, Duke-street, Adelphi, 


N R. UTTLEY, Solicitor, continues to 
I ey and successfully PREPARE CANDIDATES, 





orall a for the SOLICITORS’ and BAR 
PRE wINAR INTERMEDIATE, and FINAL, and 
LL.B. Examinations. Terms from £1 Is. r month, 


Many Purits HAvE TAKEN Honouns.—For further par- 
ticulars, and copies of ““ Hints on | Btephen’s Commentaries ’’ 
and “ Hints on Criminal Law,” » ie oe 


street, Albert-square, Manchester. 

A GENTLEMAN who passed his final legal 
examination last November, and has since been with 

the Solicitor to whom he was articled, wishes for an en- 

gagement as Clerk in the office of a finn having an exten- 

sive practice.—Address A, Z., care of Messrs. Indermaur & 

Brown, 22, Chancery-lane. 








~ Revised and Cheaper Edition, cloth limp, price 5s., by 
post, 5s. 3d. 


A HANDY GUIDE 


TO AN 


ORDINARY ACTION 18 THE COUNTY COURT. 


By E. E. WICKHAM, 
Registrar of the Shoreditch County Court af Middlesex. 


CONTAINING ALL THE INFORMATION REQUIRED FoR THE Cox- 
puct or Aw Oxpviw~ary Action. 


Opinions of the Press; 

‘A model of a really useful mane, of value alike to 

itm, lawyers, and offic jals. . - Itis extremely well 

printed and got up.” —Daily Chronicle. 

“Is a sompentions and reliable guide. . . . 
commend this book.”’—Law Journal. 


** Extremely convenient. . 
eare.””—County Court C! hronicle. 


We 


compiled with much 


| Tables of Costs Prepared for Taxation by Mr. 
Wickham, 24. each, 1/9 per doz, 





JOHN SMITH & Co., 92, Long-aere, London, W.C, 
And all Law Booksellers. 





ROBATE or ADMINISTRATION 

PAPERS PREPARED or Settled to Head Grants in 
OUT or Searches made in the Principal Probate Registry 
Principal or District Registries, and GRANTS TAKEN 
on Reasonable Charges by 

SAM WILKINSON, 

Law AGeEnt, 1. Paper-surpives, Tempie, E.C., 
Late Chief Clerk and Deputy Registrar Dvrham Probate 
Manual.” and Author of “The Practitioner’s Probate 

anu 


M4xaaIne -CLERKSHIP wanted by 
Solicitor, aged 25; general experience in a first-class 
London office; honours 4 1893 ; epee salary.— 
J 8., 260, Old Ford-road, Victoria-park, E 
BURGLARY INSURANCE. —Solicitors are 
invited to Represent the SECURITY pd up. fr 
W 
xing, _ 








Limited, capital £250,000, of which £66,000 is 
insurance against loss by burglary, housebrea 
and embezzlement. The winter season is the 
secure business.—Prospectuses and full AB by — 
be had on application tothe Geyenat Mawacer, No. 63, 
St. James’s-street, London, 8.W. 





PROVIDENT LIFE OFFICE. 
FOUNDED 1806. 
50, REGENT STREET, LONDON, 
Crry Brancu—14, CORNHILL, E.C. 


FINANCIAL POSITION. 


Ww. 


EXISTING ASSURANCES. . . « 27,548,589 
INVESTED FUNDS . . «+« «+ -« 334,180 
ANNUAL INCOME a Sok Ae 336,237 
CLAIMS & SURRENDERS PAID . . 9,604,077 
BONUSES DECLARED exceed - « 3,260,000 


Claims paid on Lol of Death and Title. 
uitable Division eet Profits Liberal Surrender-Values. 
we Free Limits of Foreign Residence and Travel. 
Endowment Assurances with Profits, 
Half-Credit System Policies. Non-forfeitable Policies. 


Intermediate Bonuses 
Special Advantages to the Naval and M Military Professions. 


Further Information on Application. 
CHARLES STEVENS, Actuary & Secretary. 





HG@NIX FIRE OFFICE, 19, Lomearp- 


STREET, and 57, Cuanina-cross. Lonpox. 
Established 1782. 


Lowest Current Rates. 

Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 


W. C. Macpowa.p, 
F. B. Macpowatn, 


Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
THE IMPERIAL  ysvrance company 


umirep, FIRE. 


Established 1903. 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Funds £1,600,000. 


E. COZENS SMITH, 
General Manager. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY. 
LIMITED 
(EsTABLisHED 1828), 
Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real and Persona 
Property, and Life Interests, and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities.—17, King’s Arms- 
yard, Coleman-street, E.C, 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Abe MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 














ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
rks, and Olerks of the Peace. 
Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


Law W 





“ 
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